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INTRODUCTION 


On  November  28,  1967 — for  the  18th  time — 
the  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations  de- 
cisively rejected  a draft  resolution  to  seat  Communist 
China.  Thus,  the  principles  and  policy  advocated  by 
the  Committee  of  One  Million  in  the  United  States — 
as  well  as  by  like-minded  groups  throughout  the  world 
— prevailed  again  over  the  defunct  philosophy  of  ap- 
peasement which  now  cloaks  itself  in  such  high- 
sounding  and  meaningless  phrases  such  as  “univer- 
sality” and  “liberalism”. 

This  victory  was  achieved  in  spite  of  the  usual 
campaign  in  the  General  Assembly  by  the  leftist  and 
so-called  neutralist  nations.  It  was  achieved  in  the 
face  of  tremendous  pressures  which  emanated  from 
various  influential  organizations  and  publications  in 
the  United  States.  In  the  months  prior  to  the  vote, 
a spate  of  pontifical  statements,  “studies”,  opinion 
polls  and  editorials  were  publicly  disseminated,  in 
many  cases  by  tax-free  foundations  with  tax-exempt 
money,  all  repeating  the  same  tired  and  discredited 
arguments  aimed  at  admitting  the  Chinese  Communist 
regime  into  the  United  Nations,  with  all  the  prestige 
and  privileges  which  would  accrue.  The  purely  per- 
functory, severn-minute  speech  by  the  Soviet  delegate, 
who  was  supposed  to  support  Red  China,  paled  in 
contrast  to  the  prolonged  press  and  public  relations 
campaign  mounted  by  these  American  groups. 

The  advocates  of  Red  China’s  admission  are 
prone  to  dismiss  the  decisive  1967  vote  of  the  General 
Assembly  as  somehow  unrepresentative  of  world 
opinion,  or  merely  the  result  of  alleged  U.S.  pressure 
on  the  smaller  nations.  The  truth  is  that  the  United 
States  clearly  had  no  need  to  exert  any  such  effort. 
In  the  last  two  years,  the  ranks  of  those  who  support 
Peking’s  U.N.  bid  have  become  thinner,  while  those 
who  oppose  it  have  increased  steadily.  This  is  because 


more  and  more  smaller  countries  in  the  United  Na- 
tions have  come  to  realize  the  true  face  of  Chinese 
Communism  and  the  harm  it  would  do  to  the  world 
organization  if  it  were  made  a member. 

One  indisputable  proof  is  the  vote  on  the  Italian 
proposal  to  establish  a “study  committee”  on  the  so- 
called  “China  question.”  A score  of  countries,  all 
friends  and  allies  of  the  United  States — including 
Australia,  Burundi,  Dahomey,  Honduras,  the  Ivory 
Coast,  Jordan,  Paraguay,  the  Philippines,  Thailand, 
and  Upper  Volta — voted  against  the  Italian  resolution 
although  the  United  States  acceded  to  it.  These  same 
nations  all  voted  with  the  U.S.  on  both  the  substan- 
tive issue  of  whether  to  seat  Red  China,  and  the 
procedural  one  of  whether  this  was  an  “important 
question,”  therefore  requiring  a two-thirds  majority. 

The  Committee  of  One  Million  is  publishing  this 
sampling  of  some  of  the  remarks  made  during  the 
“China  debate”  in  the  22nd  session  of  the  General 
Assembly  to  show  that  the  vote  cast  by  each  delega- 
tion was  the  result  of  careful  deliberation  and  based 
on  instructions  received  from  their  home  governments. 
It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  have  all  of  the  58  who 
voted  against  the  seating  of  Peking,  or  the  69  who 
supported  the  two-thirds  requirement,  represented  in 
this  selection.  The  17  that  were  finally  chosen  include 
both  the  principal  protagonists  and  the  representatives 
of  major  geographical  areas.  Special  emphasis  was 
placed  on  Asia  and  Africa,  as  well  as  Latin  America. 
Speakers  are  listed  by  the  alphabetical  order  of  each 
country,  except  the  Republic  of  China  which  comes 
last.  All  speeches  are  excerpts  to  save  space  and  to 
avoid  redundancy.  Readers  who  are  puzzlde  by  the 
frequently  referred  to  resolution  numbers-A/L  531, 
A/L  532  and  A/L  533 — need  only  turn  to  the  first 
speech  by  Australia  to  find  out  what  they  mean. 
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AUSTRALIA 

Ambassador  Patrick  Shaw 


The  item  which  we  are  now  considering  is  not 
a new  one  in  the  history  of  the  United  Nations,  al- 
though it  is  an  item  which  each  year  must  be  considered 
in  the  light  of  an  international  situation  where  there 
are  elements  of  change.  Since  the  item  as  last  debated 
in  the  21st  regular  session  of  the  General  Assembly, 
the  internal  dissension  and  political  and  ideological 
conflicts  within  China,  which  were  apparent  at  that 
time,  have  spread  further  and  assumed  more  serious 
proportions.  The  deepening  and  widening  of  these 
divisions  have  led  to  a deterioration  in  the  political, 
economic  and  social  fabric  of  the  country.  In  its 
external  aspects,  divisions  within  the  Chinese  hierarchy 
have  been  reflected  in  extreme  forms  of  behavior.  In 
recent  months  we  have  all  been  made  too  acutely 
aware  of  the  shameless  treatment  of  foreign  diplomatic 
representatives  in  Peking  representing  a wide  variety 
of  countries  with  diverse  social  systems.  There  has 
been  provocative  incitement  of  disorders  in  Hong 
Kong  and  other  incidents  along  borders  with  a num- 
ber of  China’s  neighbors. 

In  our  view  those  considerations  of  prudent  cau- 
tion which  characterized  the  actions  of  a majority  of 
Member  States  last  year,  have  been  reinforced  by  the 
events  in  mainland  China  over  the  past  twelve  months 
and  more  especially  by  the  external  manifestations  of 
the  internal  turmoil  within  China.  Do  we  know  whom 
we  would  be  inviting,  if  this  Assembly  decided  to 
extend  an  invitation  to  representatives  from  Peking? 
Which  of  the  contending  forces  is  really  controlling 
events  in  the  mainland  of  China?  Is  it  indeed  still 
possible  to  speak  of  a unified  leadership? 

It  has  been  argued  that  if  Peking  were  represented 
in  the  United  Nations,  there  would  be  opportunities  of 
closer  contact  and  that,  having  accepted  certain  obliga- 
tions, mainland  China  would  be  held  accountable  to 
the  membership  of  this  Organization.  While  we  do 
not  sweep  these  contentions  aside  without  due  con- 
sideration, we  find  it  difficult  to  believe  that  the  mere 
assumption  of  a seat  in  the  Assembly  would  make 
much  practical  difference  to  the  conduct  of  Peking’s 


policies.  Indeed  we  are  all  aware  that  the  Peking 
authorities  have  in  effect  imposed  conditions  for 
diplomatic  recognition  which  are  unacceptable  to  many 
countries,  and  that  any  claims  that  may  be  made  for 
it  for  a seat  in  the  United  Nations  stand  against  a back- 
ground of  virulent  attacks  on  this  Organization. 

The  Chinese  Communists  also  insist  that  their 
own  admission  to  this  Organization  would  entail  re- 
cognition of  their  sovereignty  over  Taiwan  and  the 
expulsion  and  withdrawal  of  recognition  from  the 
Government  of  the  Republic  of  China.  No  one  who 
has  visited  Formosa  has  found  anything  that  would 
indicate  that  the  13  million  people  of  that  island  wanted 
to  be  ruled  by  Peking.  The  Republic  of  China  is  a 
founding  member  of  this  Organization.  It  has  partici- 
pated constructively  and  peacefully  in  international 
affairs  and  it  has  fulfilled  all  the  obligations  of  mem- 
bership in  the  United  Nations.  It  enjoys  a wide  degree 
of  international  acceptance  and  it  occupies  an  honored 
place  in  the  community  of  nations  and  in  the  affairs 
of  the  Asian  region.  Moreover,  over  the  past  twenty 
years  great  strides  have  been  made  in  promoting  eco- 
nomic progress  which  has  seen  the  standard  of  living 
in  Taiwan  rise  to  one  of  the  highest  levels  in  Asia. 

It  has  been  said  by  some  that,  since  the  overrid- 
ing objective  is  to  come  to  terms  with  the  700  million 
people  of  mainland  China,  we  should  not  allow  the  13 
million  people  of  Taiwan  to  stand  in  the  way  of  this 
objective.  According  to  this  view,  if  Taiwan  has  to 
be  jettisoned  in  the  interest  of  a settlement  with  Peking, 
such  is  the  price  of  progress.  Coming  from  a country 
which  itself  has  a population  smaller  than  that  of  Tai- 
wan, I find  this  argument  quite  unacceptable.  That 
the  interests  of  13  million  people  could  be  abandoned 
in  order  to  satisfy  wider  political  ends  is  an  argument 
to  which  we  have  the  most  serious  objections,  both  in 
principle  and  as  a question  of  what  is  practical  in  en- 
suring peaceful  evolution  in  the  East  Asian  region. 

We  now  have  before  us  three  darft  resolutions. 
The  first  draft  resolution  has  been  introduced  by 


1 


Albania  and  a number  of  other  sponsors  (A/L.531). 
This  calls  for  the  replacement  of  the  representative  of 
the  Republic  of  China  by  representatives  from  Peking. 
For  the  reasons  that  I have  indicated,  we  cannot  sup- 
port and  will  vote  against  the  draft  resolution. 

The  second  draft  resolution  (A/L.532),  which 
has  been  submitted  by  a number  of  delegations,  in- 
cluding Australia,  is  essentially  a procedural  resolution. 
It  asks  the  Assembly  to  confirm  what  should  in  any 
event  be  clear,  that  any  proposal  to  change  the  rep- 
resentation of  China  in  the  United  Nations  is  an  im- 
portant question  requiring  a two-thirds  majority  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  18  of  the 
Charter.  The  General  Assembly  has  on  many  oc- 
casions, and  most  recently  in  resolution  2159  (XXI), 
reaffirmed  this  situation.  As  a matter  of  orderly  pro- 


cedure, it  is  appropriate  that  it  should  do  so  again. 

The  delegation  of  Italy  and  a number  of  other 
delegations  have  proposed  a third  draft  resolution  for 
our  consideration,  which  is  contained  in  document 
A/L.533.  I do  not  wish  to  discuss  that  document 
now,  except  to  say  that,  while  we  understand  the  rea- 
sons which  have  led  those  delegations  to  present  that 
draft  resolution,  for  our  own  part  we  believe  that  the 
time  is  not  opportune  for  the  sort  of  action  that  is  pro- 
posed. We  do  not  believe  that  the  passage  of  such  a 
resolution  now  would  help  us  to  arrive  at  what  we  are 
seeking — namely,  the  attainment  of  an  understanding 
on  the  basis  of  which  Peking  will  be  willing  to  live  in 
conditions  of  peace  and  respect  with  the  rest  of  the 
world. 


COLOMBIA 

Ambassador  Turbay  Ayala 


The  delegation  of  Colombia  has  sponsored,  along 
with  fourteen  States,  a draft  resolution  intended  to 
support,  as  far  as  procedure  is  concerned,  the  position 
that  the  United  Nations  has  taken  on  various  occasions 
concerning  this  very  matter,  namely,  that  it  is  an  im- 
portant question. 

My  delegation  has  not  hesitated  to  sponsor  this 
draft  because,  in  the  light  of  the  provisions  of  Article 
18  of  the  Charter,  it  can  be  seen  that  among  those 
matters  requiring  a two-thirds  majority  are  to  be  found 
those  referring  to: 

“. . .the  admission  of  new  Members  to  the  United 
Nations,  the  suspension  of  the  rights  and  privileges  of 
membership,  the  expulsion  of  Members...”  (Article 
18,  para.  2) 

Today  we  are  considering  the  document  submitted 
by  the  delegations  of  Albania,  Algeria,  Cambodia, 
Congo  (Brazzaville),  Cuba,  Guinea,  Mali,  Mauritania, 
Pakistan,  Romania  and  Syria  (A/L.531),  in  which  it  is 


proposed: 

“ . . .to  restore  all  its  rights  to  the  People’s  Re- 
public of  China  and  to  recognize  the  representatives 
of  its  Government  as  the  only  lawful  representatives 
of  China  to  the  United  Nations,  and  to  expel  forthwith 
the  representatives  of  Chiang  Kai-shek  from  the  place 
which  they  unlawfully  occupy  at  the  United  Nations 
and  in  all  the  organizations  related  to  it.” 

We  find  ourselves,  therefore,  considering  an  ex- 
press proposal  for  the  admission  of  a Government  and 
for  the  expulsion  of  another  Government  and,  there- 
fore, we  need  not  sharpen  our  wits,  nor  embark  upon 
erudite  and  complicated  statements  in  order  to  affirm 
that  the  Assembly  is  debating  a matter  which  requires 
for  its  decision  a two-thirds  majority  of  the  Members 
present  and  voting. 

As  far  as  our  knowledge  goes,  the  representatives 
of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  were  never  a part 
of  the  United  Nations  on  any  previous  occasion,  and 


therefore  one  cannot  talk  about  the  restoration  of  a 
right  which  they  never  had.  It  would  be  much  better 
to  qualify  the  proposal  submitted  by  Albania  and  the 
other  co-sponsors  of  draft  resolution  A/L.531  as  a 
replacement  of  the  present  representatives  of  China 
by  the  representatives  of  the  Government  of  Peking. 

What  is  proposed,  no  more,  no  less,  is  the  ex- 
pulsion of  the  representatives  of  State  which  is  one  of 
the  founding  Members  of  the  United  Nations.  It  so 
happens  that  the  present  Foreign  Minister  of  the  Re- 
public of  China,  Mr.  Wei  Tao-ming,  was  one  of  the 
signers  of  the  San  Francisco  Charter  in  1945,  when 
the  present  President  of  the  Chinese  Government, 
President  Chiang  Kai-shek  was  the  head  of  Govern- 
ment. 

This  matter  cannot  be  qualified  or  labelled  as 
being  a simple  case  of  credentials.  My  delegation  con 
siders  that  the  matter  now  under  debate  is  a political 
matter  because  of  its  very  origins,  because  of  its  mani- 
festations and  because  of  its  implications.  It  would 
be  naive  to  overlook  the  political  effects  which  occur 
in  the  turbulent  world  of  Asia  if  we  were  to  approve 
the  draft  resolution  which  proposes  the  expulsion  of 
the  representatives  of  Government  of  the  Republic  of 
China  and  its  replacement  by  the  representatives  of 
the  People’s  Republic  of  China. 

Also,  the  possible  admission  to  the  United  Nations 
of  the  representatives  of  the  Government  of  Mao  Tse- 
tung  would  have  broad  reprecussions  in  the  world  poli- 
tical scene.  We  cannot  conceive  of  the  admission  of 
the  representatives  of  the  Government  of  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China  in  this  Organization  in  a hostile 
atmosphere  characterized  by  the  belligerent  confronta- 


tion of  those  who  maintain  these  well-known  but 
antagonistic  positions. 

To  be  a Member  of  this  club  of  nations  it  is  not 
a requirement  that  the  candidate  should  show  its  mili- 
tary power.  It  is  not  strength  or  force,  but  rather  the 
desire  for  peaceful  coexistence  that  could  open  the 
doors  of  the  United  Nations  to  those  desiring  ad- 
mission. 

Some  say,  without  any  basis,  that  there  exists  a 
conspiracy  against  the  rights  of  the  Government  of  the 
People’s  Republic  of  China,  because  of  considerations 
of  ideology  and  politics.  This  is  not  the  case.  The 
attitude  of  my  delegation  has  never  been  inspired  by 
purely  partisan  feelings.  In  the  United  Nations  no 
one  has  attempted  to  make  the  ideology  of  all  Member 
States  exactly  uniform.  Among  the  signers  of  the  San 
Francisco  Charter  are  to  be  found  many  Communist 
countries  which  do  great  honour  to  the  United  Nations. 

May  I be  permitted  to  say  that  it  is  not  because 
it  is  a Communist  State,  but  rather  because  it  has  not 
given  proof  that  it  is  a friend  of  peace,  that  no  rep- 
resentative of  the  Government  of  the  People’s  Re- 
public of  China  has  been  admitted.  We  have  never 
been  able  to  learn  whether,  in  reality,  the  Government 
of  Peking  wishes  to  become  a Member  of  this  Organi- 
zation, or  whether  it  intends  to  fulfil  the  obligations 
and  duties  of  Member  States.  Every  time  we  have 
considered  this  matter,  we  have  done  so  because  of 
the  request  of  unofficial  spokesmen  of  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China.  In  these  circumstances,  it  would 
be  extravagant  to  proceed  to  admit  a State  which 
deliberately  has  refused  to  state  its  opinion  in  a matter 
in  which  silence  necessarily  gives  rise  to  doubts. 


ICELAND 

Ambassador  Hannes  Kjartansson 


For  seventeen  years  now  the  General  Assembly 
has  been  debating  the  question  of  the  representation 
of  China  in  the  United  Nations  without  having  been 
able  to  find  a way  to  break  the  stalemate  which  has 


prevented  it  from  arriving  at  a positive  and  construc- 
tive solution  to  this  problem.  The  stand  which  the 
delegation  of  Iceland  has  taken  on  this  question  has 
been  based  on  two  main  considerations.  First,  it  has 
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been  our  view  in  previous  years  that  the  issue  of  the 
representation  of  China  is  an  important  one.  That  is 
Still  the  considered  opinion  of  my  Government.  Sec- 
ondly, the  Icelandic  Government  has  been  opposed 
to  the  admission  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  at 
the  expense  of  the  membership  of  the  Republic  of 
China.  This  year  again  those  considerations  will  de- 
termine the  position  which  we  shall  take  with  regard 
to  the  proposals  that  are  before  the  Assembly  for  its 
consideration. 

The  membership  of  the  Republic  of  China  since 
the  establishment  of  this  Organization  is  an  historical 
and  a political  reality.  The  Republic  of  China  has 
participated  constructively  and  peacefully  in  interna- 
tional affairs  and  fulfilled  all  the  obligations  of  mem- 
bership in  the  United  Nations.  To  expel  the  Republic 
of  China  could  hardly  be  called  an  action  consistent 
with  the  principles  of  the  Charter.  Certainly  it  would 


be  in  clear  contradiction  with  the  principle  of  uni- 
versality. 

The  proposal  to  expel  a Member  of  this  Organiza- 
tion, a Member  in  good  standing  whose  record  in  the 
United  Nations  will  bear  comparison  with  others,  is 
a very  serious  matter  not  to  be  dealt  with  lightly  or 
disposed  of  by  a simple  majority.  In  fact,  Article  18 
of  the  Charter  explicitly  states  that  “the  expulsion” 
of  a Member  is  an  important  question  which  can  be 
decided  upon  by  a two-thirds  majority  only. 

My  delegation  will  therefore  vote  in  favour  of 
the  draft  resolution  contained  in  document  A/L.532, 
which  reaffirms  the  General  Assembly’s  earlier  deci- 
sions that  any  proposal  to  change  the  representation 
of  China  in  the  United  Nations  is  an  important  ques- 
tion which  must  be  decided  by  a two-thirds  majority 
vote  in  accordance  with  Article  18  of  the  Charter. 


Ambassador  Senjin  Tsuruoka 


We  have  been  opposed  to  any  attempt  to  expel 
the  Republic  of  China  from  the  United  Nations.  Today 
we  have  not  found  any  valid  reasons  that  would 
justify  a change  in  that  attitude.  Our  reason  is  simple: 
there  has  been  no  basic  change  in  the  elementary  facts 
which  the  Assembly  must  take  into  account  in  its 
examination  of  this  problem.  Indeed,  we  are  more  than 
ever  convinced,  in  the  light  of  the  current  international 
situation,  that  the  way  this  issue  develops  will  certainly 
affect  the  peace  and  security  of  Asia  and  consequently 
of  the  entire  world. 

What  are  the  basic  facts  that  remain  unchanged 
and  Which  must  be  taken  into  account? 

The  first  is  that  there  are  in  existence  two  au- 
thorities confronting  each  other  across  the  Taiwan 
Straits.  One  of  those  authorities  is  the  Government 
of  the  Republic  of  China,  in  effective  control  of  a 
population  of  over  12  million  people  who  enjoy  a high 
standard  of  living  on  the  Island  of  Taiwan  and  its  ad- 


jacent islands.  The  other  authority  is  the  Government 
of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China,  in  control  of  700 
million  people  on  the  China  mainland.  Each  of  those 
authorities  persistently  claims  to  be  the  sole  lawful 
Government  of  all  the  Chinese  people.  That  situation 
has  continued  to  be  the  main  source  of  tension  since 
1949. 

In  such  circumstances  any  attempt  to  solve  the 
problem  of  the  representation  of  China  in  the  United 
Nations  merely  by  expellnig  one  of  the  two  bodies 
directly  concerned  from  the  place  it  has  legitimately 
occupied  in  this  Organization  and  replacing  it  by  the 
other  would  inevitably  risk  upsetting  the  balance  of 
power  in  East  Asia. 

For  the  reasons  I have  set  forth,  the  Japanese 
Government  considers  that  any  proposal  to  change  the 
representation  of  China  in  the  United  Nations  is  an 
important  question,  in  accordance  with  Article  18  of 
the  Charter.  The  Japanese  delegation  has  therefore 
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joined  with  others  in  co-sponsoring  the  draft  resolu- 
tion in  document  A/L.532.  We  are  confident  that  a 
large  majority  of  the  Assembly  will  join  with  us  in 
supporting  that  draft  when  it  is  put  to  the  vote. 

Another  important  point  to  be  stressed  is  the 
great  difference  in  the  attitudes  of  the  Republic  of 
China  and  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  towards 
our  Organization.  The  Republic  of  China  not  only 
was  one  of  the  original  Members  of  the  United  Na- 
tions but  also  has  faithfully  carried  out  its  respon- 
sibilities and  obligations  under  the  Charter  and  con- 
sistently upheld  the  authority  and  prestige  of  the  Or- 
ganization. Those  are  well  known  and  indisputable 
facts,  which  cannot  be  denied  by  anyone.  As  to  the 
position  of  the  Government  of  the  People’s  Republic 
of  China  with  regard  to  the  United  Nations,  there  is 
room  for  doubt.  One  cannot  help  wondering  whether 
that  Government  is  in  fact  willing  to  carry  out  the 
obligations  and  responsibilities  enjoined  by  the  Charter 
and  whether  its  membership  in  the  United  Nations 
would  be  a positive  factor  in  enhancing  the  prestige 


and  authority  of  our  Organization. 

The  only  substantive  proposal  for  a solution  to 
the  problem  of  Chinese  representation  that  has  been 
placed  before  the  Assembly  is  that  contained  in  docu- 
ment A/L.531,  the  draft  resolution  submitted  by  Al- 
bania and  supported  by  a certain  number  of  other 
countries.  With  due  respect,  I am  obliged  to  state 
that  the  proposed  solution  to  the  problem  of  Chinese 
representation  in  that  draft  resolution  is  quite  unac- 
ceptable to  my  Government.  We  shall  vote  against 
it,  and  we  hope  that  a large  majority  of  the  Assembly 
will  join  us  in  doing  likewise.  It  is  altogether  un- 
reasonable and  unjust  to  propose  that  the  representa- 
tives of  the  Republic  of  China — or  for  that  matter  the 
representatives  of  any  other  Member  State — should 
be  summarily  expelled  from  the  United  Nations,  and 
in  the  light  of  what  I said  earlier  it  is  quite  clear  that 
the  adoption  of  that  draft  would  entail  serious  con- 
sequences for  the  peace  and  security  of  an  area,  where 
such  serious  tension  already  exists. 


LESOTHO 


Ambassador  A.  S.  Mohale 


My  Government  thinks  it  particularly  unfortunate 
that  many  Member  States  of  the  United  Nations  whose 
populations  are  considerably  less  than  that  of  Taiwan 
are,  behind  the  rhetoric,  treating  the  admission  of 
People’s  China  as  though  it  were  a question  of  num- 
bers. All  the  expression  of  moral  outrage,  however 
justified,  against  the  exclusion  of  People’s  China  from 
the  United  Nations  will  not  overcome  another  concrete 
fact.  And  that  fact  is  that  the  Chinese  Government 
and  people  on  Taiwan  exist,  and  nothing  short  of  a 
third  world  war  would  be  likely  to  alter  that  reality. 

But  if  we  reject  such  approaches  as  would  ignore 
the  membership  of  the  Republic  of  China  in  the  world 
community,  we  also  would  take  this  occasion  to  im- 
press on  those  who  might  equate  the  size  of  a State 
with  its  right  to  official  membership  of  the  United 


Nations  that  size  is  irrelevant  in  international  law, 
and  irrelevant  in  terms  of  world  community  based  on 
natural  law. 

My  delegation  feels  that  this  distinguished  As- 
sembly cannot  with  justice  ignore  the  contribution  of 
the  Republic  of  China  to  the  United  Nations  over  the 
years.  From  the  beginning  the  Republic  of  China 
has  played  a responsible  role  in  the  deliberations  and 
decisions  of  all  the  principal  organs  of  this  Organiza- 
tion. And  let  us  not  forget  that  even  the  contribution 
of  the  Republic  of  China  to  the  regular  budget  is 
larger  by  far  than  that  of  many  Member  States  repre- 
sented here  and  it  is  a fact  that  the  Republic  of  China 
has  contributed  substantially  to  the  operations  of  the 
specialized  agencies.  Justice,  which  is  the  key  principle 
of  this  Organization,  demands  that  we  recognize  the 
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positive  contributions  which  the  Republic  of  China 
has  made  to  the  United  Nations.  It  would  be  most 
unjust  to  expel  such  an  effective  Member  from  this 
Organization.  One  doubts,  too,  whether  the  contribu- 
tions of  some  who  would  like  to  see  the  Republic  of 
China  unseated,  taken  either  singly  or  jointly,  would 
equal  the  contribution  of  the  Republic  of  China. 

The  question  we  are  dealing  with  is,  as  many 
have  said  before  me,  one  of  crucial  importance  to  the 
future  of  this  Organization.  Every  Member  has  an 
obligation  to  ponder  the  situation  most  seriously  not 
only  in  the  light  of  previous  decisions  but  also  in  the 
light  of  new  developments,  and  whatever  new  attitudes 
have  emerged  since  the  last  decision  was  taken.  Some 
of  us  attach  great  importance  to  the  United  Nations 
and  the  principles  as  embodied  in  the  Charter.  Any 
decision  which  is  likely  in  any  way  to  affect  the  sub- 
stance of  what  the  Charter  stands  for  must,  therefore, 


in  our  view  be  treated  with  extreme  cafe. 

It  is  significant  to  note  at  this  stage  that  the  Peo- 
ple’s Republic  of  China  has  not  applied  for  the  restora- 
tion of  its  rights  and  has  not  asked  this  Assembly  to 
recognize  any  representatives  of  its  Government.  The 
attitude  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  to  this  As- 
sembly and  to  the  United  Nations  as  a whole  is  well 
known  and  has  been  repeated  on  several  occasions. 
In  the  light  of  the  conditions  which  the  spokesmen  of 
the  People’s  Republic  of  China  have  laid  down,  my 
delegation  wonders  wherefrom  the  sponsors  of  this 
draft  resolution  have  derived  their  authority  to  speak 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China. 
Is  there  any  assurance  that  the  People’s  Republic  of 
China  would  be  prepared  to  accept  membership  of 
this  Organization  without  conditions  that  run  counter 
to  the  Charter? 


Ambassador  Louis  Rakotomalala 


The  Republic  of  China,  after  years  of  struggle 
which  in  fact  has  not  yet  come  to  an  end,  has  of  course 
lost  control  of  the  continent,  but  it  is  still  on  Chinese 
territory.  It  administers  the  Chinese  province  of  Tai- 
wan with  competence,  and  there  is  no  need  for  me 
to  recount  again  here  the  spectacular  successes  it  has 
achieved  in  that  province,  which  in  the  course  of  eigh- 
teen years  has  become  rich  and  prosperous.  Many  of 
the  previous  speakers  have  given  very  impressive  de- 
tails on  that  matter  and  have  been  able  to  say,  without 
fear  of  contradiction,  that  the  living  standard  there  is 
very  high  and  that  Taiwan  is,  after  Japan,  one  of  the 
most  advanced  and  prosperous  Asian  countries. 

Anyone  who  has  visited  Taiwan  can  bear  wit- 
ness to  the  order  which  exists  there.  Local  elected 
assemblies  run  the  affairs  of  the  province.  The  ex- 
cesses of  a fanatic  youth  which,  in  certain  parts  of 
continental  China,  has  suppressed  all  law,  freedom 
and  order,  are  unknown  there. 


So  here  are  two  Governments,  both  installed  in 
Chinese  territory  and  both  claiming  that  the  struggle 
is  still  going  on.  How  can  the  United  Nations  throw 
the  weight  of  its  authority  on  one  side  or  the  other  of 
the  balance  and  decree  that  one  of  these  Governments 
will  be  the  only  representative  of  the  Chinese  people, 
while  expelling  that  Government  which  for  eighteen 
years  has  carried  out  its  representation  with  dignity? 
Can  such  a gesture,  which  would  remind  us  of  the 
“woe  to  the  vanquished"  of  Brennus,  be  carried  out 
by  our  Organization  which  is  devoted  to  justice  when 
the  Chinese  people,  who  alone  can  determine  who  is 
to  represent  them,  is  not  in  a position  freely  and  open- 
ly to  express  their  will?  Have  elections  ever  taken 
place  under  the  Peking  regime  which  might  have 
permitted  the  great  Chinese  people  to  exercise  their 
right  to  self-determination?  This  alone  would  provide 
valid  grounds  for  those  who  call  for  the  expulsion  of 
the  Republic  of  China  and  would  give  them  a juridical 
basis  for  their  thesis. 
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The  excessive  language  of  the  People’s  Republic 
of  China,  its  clear  contempt  for  the  United  Nations, 
its  clearly  expressed  reluctance  to  sit  in  this  Organiza- 
tion unless  it  does  so  on  conditions  which  it  will  itself 
impose,  its  threat  to  create  a rival  organization,  its 
conduct  towards  other  Asian  countries,  even  those 
who  have  shown  friendship  towards  it,  its  interference 
in  the  internal  affairs  of  other  States — is  all  this,  I 
ask  you  in  good  faith,  compatible  with  the  ideals  of 
our  Organization? 

Would  we  not  be  tolling  the  knell  of  this  Or- 
ganization if,  by  weakness,  by  apathy,  we  did  not  re- 
main firm  in  our  determination  to  apply  all  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Charter  to  all  States,  great  or  small? 

The  preamble  of  the  Charter  of  San  Francisco 
contains  stipulations  which  must  be,  for  all  Members 
of  the  United  Nations,  an  inflexible  rule  of  conduct, 
particularly: 

“To  establish  conditions  under  which  justice  can 
be  maintained, 

“To  promote  . . . better  standards  of  life  in  larger 
freedom, 

“To  practice  tolerance  and  live  together  in  peace 
with  one  another  as  good  neighbours.” 

My  country,  which  geographically  is  very  distant 
from  China,  is  interested  in  the  problem  of  its  repre- 
sentation because  this  is  a matter  of  the  exercise  of 


one  of  the  fundamental  rights  of  all  Members  of  this 
Organization  and  one  which  affects  international  peace 
and  security. 

Moreover,  several  thousands  of  Chinese  live  in 
Madagascar  in  peace,  and  work  in  very  close  fraternity 
with  the  people  of  Madagascar  in  building  a better 
life.  Most  of  them  have  put  down  roots  there.  I can 
assure  you  that  these  Chinese  will  never  agree  to  giving 
their  allegiance  to  a regime  where  no  freedom  is  pos- 
sible, where  most  of  the  conventions  of  the  civilized 
world  are  no  longer  respected,  where  diplomats  are 
insulted  and  ignominiously  beaten,  and  where  the  ex- 
cesses of  the  Red  Guards  replace  law  and  order. 

How  can  we  contemplate  voting  for  a resolution 
which,  like  that  proposed  in  document  A/L.531,  would 
have  the  legal  consequence  of  placing  under  the  control 
of  such  a regime  millions  of  Chinese  who  have  fled 
from  the  mainland,  those  who  live  in  the  province 
of  Taiwan  and  other  countries  and  who,  having  once 
tested  liberty,  would  risk  being  condemned  to  despair? 

This  would  be  such  a grave  violation  of  the  prin- 
ciple of  self-determination  that  it  would  be  the  very 
negation  of  all  the  moral  values  for  which  my  country 
and  so  many  others  wished  to  struggle  in  joining  this 
Organization. 

For  all  these  reasons,  my  delegation  will  vote 
for  draft  resolution  A/L.532  and  against  draft  reso- 
lution A/L.531. 


Ambassador  R.  M.  Miller 


There  has  been  no  change  in  New  Zealand’s 
position  on  the  question  we  are  now  considering,  the 
representation  of  China  in  the  United  Nations.  Noth- 
ing that  has  happened  this  year  inside  China  or  out- 
side China  has  inclined  us  to  consider  any  reversal  or 
modification  of  our  policy. 


Certainly  it  seems  to  my  delegation  that  recent 
events  inside  China  can  offer  little  comfort  to  those 
who  argue  Communist  China’s  cause  in  this  Assembly. 
Those  events  are  surely  relevant  to  what  we  are  dis- 
cussing here.  We  do  not  pretend  to  comprehend  fully 
the  origins  or  the  course  of  the  great  proletarian  cul- 
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tural  revolution.  It  strikes  us  as  being  neither  great  nor 
proletarian,  neither  cultural  nor  a revolution.  Its  very 
name,  high-sounding  as  it  may  be,  appears  in  fact  to 
be  a compendious  description  of  the  confusion  and 
turmoil  into  which  mainland  China  has  been  plunged. 
With  an  intensity  varying  from  month  to  month,  it  has 
been  accompanied  by  armed  clashes  and  violence,  the 
extremism  of  the  Red  Guards,  the  rejection  of  old 
values — and  even  new  ones — and  factional  struggles 
for  power. 

If  the  Albanian  resolution,  sponsored  this  year 
by  eleven  countries,  were  to  be  accepted,  what  repre- 
sentatives would  be  seated?  Who  would  they  represent 
and  for  how  long?  We  do  not  know,  but  what  we  see 
does  not  prompt  us  to  move  towards  support  for  the 
Albanian  approach. 

By  contrast,  the  Republic  of  China  has  continued 
to  be  stable  and  progressive,  and  we  adhere  to  the 
belief  that  it  should  continue  to  be  represented  here. 

Nothing  that  has  happened  outside  China  has 
inclined  us  to  modify  our  position.  Throughout  the 
past  year  Communist  China  has  continued  to  exert 
an  ominous  influence  in  its  own  region  and  beyond 
it.  It  recognizes  only  two  views  of  the  world:  its  own 
view  and  a wrong  view,  whether  held  by  the  “revi- 
sionists”, as  it  calls  them,  or  the  “imperialists”,  whom 
it  denounces  with  equal  vehemence.  It  has  seemed 
intent  on  prolonging  the  North  Vietnamese  aggression 
and  frustrating  any  hope  of  bringing  about  a nego- 
tiated settlement  in  Vietnam.  It  has  pressed  ahead 
with  the  development  of  nuclear  weapons  when  the 
rest  of  the  world  was  seeking  ways  of  limiting  the 
nuclear  threat.  It  has  frequently  brought  to  its  rela- 


tions with  other  States,  Communist  and  non-Com- 
munist,  aligned  and  non-aligned  alike,  a mixture  of 
truculence  and  arrogance  that  makes  normal  inter- 
governmental contract  well-nigh  impossible. 

At  different  times  in  the  past  year  one  of  its 
neighbours  has  spoken  of  its  “chauvinism  and  great 
power  course”,  another  of  its  “madness,  discourtesy 
and  subversion”,  others  of  its  “extraordinary  act  of 
interference  in  our  internal  affairs”,  of  its  “destructive 
attitude”,  of  its  “actively  interfering  in  internal  affairs”. 
What  canons  of  conduct  has  this  Government  followed 
in  the  past  year?  Not,  it  would  seem,  those  which 
the  Charter  requires  of  Member  States  of  this  Or- 
ganization. 

Against  this  background,  it  is  hardly  surprising 
that  the  supporters  of  the  Albanian  proporal  have 
been  unable  to  give  any  appearance  of  conviction  to 
the  arguments  they  have  adduced  this  year.  It  is  as 
if  they  acknowledge  that  their  annual  ritual  will  fail 
again  at  this  session  as  it  has  in  the  past. 

This  question  is  one  of  concern  to  all  Members 
of  the  United  Nations  but,  in  particular,  to  the  Mem- 
ber States  from  Asia  and  the  Pacific.  We  have  con- 
sidered with  the  utmost  care  all  aspects  of  the  problem 
in  the  light  of  the  wide-ranging  discussion  of  the  ques- 
tion at  the  last  Assembly  and  we  have  taken  full  ac- 
count of  the  views  and  experience  of  those  who  would 
be  most  directly  affected  if  there  were  to  be  any  change 
in  representation.  It  was  after  such  full  consideration 
that  New  Zealand  renewed  its  decision  to  co-sponsor 
draft  resolution  A/L.532  and  to  vote  against  the  draft 
resolution  contained  in  document  A/L.531. 


NICARAGUA 


Ambassador  Orlando  Montenegro  Medrano 


What  is  being  proposed  is  that  the  United  Na- 
tions should  admit  a nation  which  has  not  expressed 
its  will  or  intention  to  be  a Member  of  the  Organiza- 
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tion  but  which,  on  the  contrary,  has  repudiated  the 
existence  of  the  Organization  and  advocated  its  dis- 
appearance and  its  replacement  by  another  of  a 


Marxist-Leninist  revolutionary  type.  We  are  speaking 
of  a system  which  is  characterized  by  its  violence  in 
international  relations,  which  refuses  to  recognize  that 
conflicts  must  be  resolved  by  peaceful  means  and 
which  has  resorted  to  intimidation  and  force  against 
the  territorial  integrity  and  political  independence  of 
other  states,  all  in  open  contradiction  to  the  principles 
of  the  Charter  and  of  the  Organization. 

The  Albanian  draft  calls  not  only  for  the  admis- 
sion of  a very  powerful  nation  which  possesses  great 
military  and  nuclear  strength  and  constantly  threatens 
international  peace  and  security  but  also  for  the 
immediate  expulsion  of  a founding  Member  of  the 
United  Nations,  a permanent  member  of  the  Security 
Council,  a nation  which  has  scrupulously  fulfilled  its 
obligations  and  co-operated  efficiently  with  the  Or- 
ganization in  the  implementation  of  its  decisions  and 
resolutions. 

The  delegation  of  Nicaragua  agrees  that  our  Or- 
ganization should  be  universal.  However,  we  cannot 
agree  that  to  preserve  such  a principle  we  should 
violate  the  Charter  and  shatter  its  principles,  nor  that 
we  should  admit  a State  which  has  given  no  proof 
that  it  wishes  to  abide  by  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Or- 
ganization or  to  adjust  its  conduct  in  keeping  with  the 
traditions  of  peaceful  coexistence.  Nor  would  we 
support  or  vote  in  favour  of  the  injustice  of  the  ex- 
pulsion of  a Member  State  like  the  Republic  of  China 
which  has  been  exemplary  in  its  respect  for  and  col- 
laboration with  the  United  Nations  in  the  fulfilment 
of  its  duties  and  purposes. 

We  deplore  the  fact  that  mainland  China,  because 
of  its  conduct,  because  of  what  the  spokesmen  of  its 
government  have  said,  is  not  worthy  to  be  a Member 
of  the  United  Nations,  since  of  its  own  volition  it 
has  excluded  itself. 

We  do  not  want,  either,  the  absurd  and  scandalous 
situation  to  occur  that  if  the  People’s  Republic  of 


China  were  admitted  it  should  be  allowed  to  brag  and 
boast  that  it  was  not  ready  to  enter  our  Organization 
and  that  it  had  not  applied  for  membership. 

We  do  not  deny  that  the  draft  resolution  in  docu- 
ment A/L.533  is  imbued  with  the  best  of  purposes 
and  would  appear  to  propose  a compromise  formula 
for  this  thorny  problem,  but,  aware  of  all  the  elements 
and  all  that  has  been  said  during  the  many  years  that 
we  have  discussed  the  subject,  deeply  aware  of  the 
position  of  intransigence  of  the  official  spokesmen  for 
mainland  China  and  the  refusal  of  that  country  to 
be  a member  of  our  Organization,  we  believe  that 
such  a conciliatory  gesture  would  lead  nowhere  and 
the  healthy  intentions  of  its  co-sponsors  be  wasted. 

In  our  societies,  those  who  do  not  adapt  them- 
selves to  the  legal  and  moral  system  of  life  of  the  ma- 
jority are  punished  until  there  is  a healthy  cleansing 
of  their  personalities  and  their  anti-social  conduct  is 
changed.  At  the  international  level  in  the  world 
community  we  must  adopt  the  same  attitude  towards 
those  who  show  the  same  symptoms  of  being  misfits 
when  we  deal  with  the  norms  governing  relations 
among  States.  We  therefore  continue  to  believe  that 
mainland  China,  despite  the  number  of  inhabitants 
dominated  by  its  Government,  despite  the  size  of  its 
territory,  despite  its  military  and  nuclear  progress, 
does  not  deserve  to  be  a Member  of  our  Organization, 
nor  has  it  shown  any  readiness  to  be  a Member. 

We  believe  this  because  we  continue  to  ascribe 
supremacy  to  the  strength  of  law  and  no  importance 
to  the  law  of  strength.  We  repeat  that,  as  long  as 
intransigent  and  unrealistic  proposals  are  submitted 
to  us,  and  the  conduct  of  mainland  China  remains 
unchanged,  and  delegations  such  as  mine  are  offered 
no  alternative  containing  a viable,  logical  and  humane 
solution  to  this  important  question,  then,  in  accordance 
with  the  principles,  the  spirit  and  the  very  wording  of 
the  Charter,  our  delegation  will  vote  against  such 
proposals. 
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NIGER 

Ambassador  Apamou  Mayaki 


I would  simply  say  that  the  position  of  my  Gov- 
ernment as  regards  this  question  has  not  changed  and 
that  it  was  set  out  clearly  in  our  declaration  of  25 
November  1966.  We  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to 
go  back  to  that.  Nevertheless,  1 should  like  to  draw 
the  attention  of  the  Assembly  to  one  very  important 
part  of  that  declaration,  namely: 

A great  deal  has  been  said  this  year,  as  at 
previous  sessions,  concerning  rights  and  legality. 
But  reference  has  rarely,  if  ever,  been  made  to  the 
duties  of  that  China  to  the  United  Nations,  as  if 
rights  and  duties  were  not  the  fundamental  condi- 
tions required  by  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations 
of  all  countries,  great  or  small,  for  membership  in 
our  Organization.  My  agrument  is  based  on  the 
second  section  of  the  preamble  to  the  Charter,  which 
is  familiar  to  all  but  which  is  worth  recalling  since 
it  seems  to  be  left  out  of  account: 

“to  practice  tolerance  and  live  together  in  peace 
with  one  another  as  good  neighbors,  and  to  unite 
our  strength  to  maintain  international  peace  and 
security”. 

The  obligations  of  each  State  under  the  Charter 
are  to  be  found  in  Articles  1 and  2.  But  what  is 
happening  more  or  less  all  over  the  world?  Let  me 
give  as  only  one  example  the  martyrdom  suffered  by 
my  own  country  under  the  policy  of  expanision  and 
the  badly  understood  principles  of  Leninism  of  Peking. 

Three  times  Niger  has  been  the  victim  of  sub- 
version perpetrated,  equipped,  trained  and  paid  for 
by  Peking.  Taking  advantage  of  the  credulity  of  some 
and  the  misguided  ambitions  of  others,  the  Peking 
Government,  for  purposes  of  armed  subversion,  trained 
hundreds  of  young  Niger  nationals,  so  that  they  might 
return  to  their  own  country  to  murder  their  fathers, 
their  mothers,  sisters  and  brothers.  The  only  thing 
that  mattered  to  them  was  doctrine.  This  doctrine 
was  all  the  more  agonizing,  disquieting,  dangerous, 


inhumane,  in  that  it  was  badly  digested  and  put  into 
practice  by  novices  eager  to  demonstrate  their  fidelity 
to  what  had  been  taught  them  in  Peking  and  Nanking 
for  two  years.  What  was  the  result?  A revulsion  of 
the  national  conscience,  which  placed  itself  solidly 
behind  its  leader,  His  Excellency  President  Diori 
Hamani,  who,  without  appealing  to  any  outside  forces, 
was  able  to  crush  the  subversion  after  first  establish- 
ing the  guiit  of  the  so-called  People’s  China  by  ex- 
posing to  the  entire  world  the  irrefutable  documents 
seized  from  subversive  agents  in  the  pay  of  Peking. 

In  open  conflict  with  the  majority  of  its  neigh- 
bours and  with  many  ohter  countries,  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China  proclaims  its  unshakable  will  to 
propagate  the  thoughts  of  Mao  Tse-tung  and  subver- 
sion throughout  the  world.  The  People’s  Daily  of 
10  July  1967  bore  witness  to  this  when  it  said: 

“Revolution  and  subversion  are  the  sacred  and 
inviolable  right  of  Chinese  personnel  working  in 
foreign  countries.” 

Does  not  Mao  Tse-tung,  in  his  own  works,  find 
that  revolutions  and  revolutionary  wars  are  inevitable 
in  a society  divided  into  classes?  Does  he  not  say 
also  that  without  wars  it  is  impossible  to  take  one  step 
forward  on  the  road  to  social  development?  Those 
are  not  words  of  peace  or  peaceful  coexistence,  or, 
indeed,  of  tolerance  and  the  spirit  of  good  neigh- 
bourliness. 

I should  not  like  to  conclude  this  brief  statement 
without  drawing  the  attention  of  the  Assembly  to  the 
peaceful  character  of  the  leaders  of  the  Republic  of 
China,  that  Chnia  which  is  a founding  Member  of 
our  Organization  and  a permanent  member  of  the 
Security  Council.  Unlike  the  People’s  Republic  of 
China,  the  Republic  of  Chnia  is  par  excellence  a 
peaceful  and  tolerant  nation.  In  its  international  rela- 
tions it  enjoys  the  friendship  of  many  countries  and 
has  diplomatic  relations  with  many,  including  my  own 
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country.  With  courage  and  confidence  in  its  future  it 
has  considerably  improved  the  standard  of  living  of 
its  inhabitants.  It  is  no  longer  a recipient  country 
but  one  which  provides  assistance,  and  Niger  can 


proclaim  from  this  rostrum  that  the  technicians  of  the 
Republic  of  China  in  our  African  countries  do  not 
preach  hatred  and  subversion  but  carry  out  serious, 
honourable  work  which  is  to  the  credit  of  their  country. 


Ambassador  Miguel  Solano  Lopez 


The  question  with  which  we  are  dealing  is  one 
of  those  in  which  there  are  at  stake  problems  of  a 
political  and  legal  nature  which  must  be  very  carefully 
examined  in  the  light  of  the  provisions  of  the  Charter, 
since  the  decision  of  the  Assembly  might  determine 
whether  those  are  repeated  or  reaffirmed,  or  whether 
we  sacrifice  the  essential  tenets  of  that  instrument.  In 
these  circumstances  there  is  a sort  of  moral  obliga- 
tion to  stress  the  reasons  for  which  each  State  acts  as 
it  does,  even  at  the  risk  of  repeating  what  has  already 
been  said. 

As  far  as  the  substance  of  the  question  before 
us  is  concerned,  we  expect  the  General  Assembly  to 
pronounce  itself  on  two  proposals  which,  although 
made  simultaneously,  are  extremely  different. 

Let  us  consider  the  second  of  those  two  pro- 
posals. The  Republic  of  China  is  a founding  Mem- 
ber of  the  United  Nations  whose  name  is  mentioned 
in  Article  23  of  the  Charter  and  which  is  thereby  a 
permanent  member  of  the  Security  Council.  Its 
behaviour  in  our  Organization  has  been,  and  continues 
to  be,  exemplary.  It  has  proved  to  be  a good,  true 
and  loyal  Member  that  has  fulfilled  the  obligations 
imposed  upon  it  by  the  Charter.  Particularly  in  the 
light  of  the  principle  of  living  in  peace  with  other 
countries  as  a good  neighbour,  contributing  to  the 
efforts  at  maintaining  international  peace  and  security, 
the  tradition  of  the  Republic  of  China  is  most 
praiseworthy. 

Aware  of  these  reasons,  the  Government  of  the 
Republic  of  China  which  is  represented  in  this  As- 


sembly is  the  only  one  recognized  by  the  majority  of 
Member  States  of  the  United  Nations,  my  Government 
included. 

Nothing  in  the  international  conduct  of  the  Re- 
public of  China,  either  in  the  past  or  in  the  present, 
can  in  any  way  justify  the  request  for  its  expulsion. 
My  delegation  has  opposed  all  such  efforts  in  the  past, 
opposes  them  now,  and  will  be  firmly  opposed  to 
them  in  the  future. 

Let  us  breifly  examine  the  proposal  to  admit  the 
People’s  Republic  of  China  to  our  Organization.  Let 
us  recall,  first  and  foremost,  that  it  is  the  same  Peo- 
ple’s Republic  of  China  which  refused  to  recognize 
the  principles  which  were  solemnly  established  in  the 
Charter  to  create  an  order  of  international  peace  and 
security  based  on  peaceful  coexistence.  It  is  that  self- 
same China  whose  recent  history  proves  beyond  a 
doubt  that  its  international  conduct  is  characterized 
by  notorious  acts  of  aggression,  domination  and  that 
in  its  controversies  with  other  States  is  substituting  for 
negotiations  the  use  or  threat  of  force.  It  is  obvious 
that  the  provisions  of  the  Charter  mean  absolutely 
nothing  to  the  People’s  Republic  of  China,  since  it 
is  not  a Member  of  the  United  Nations;  but  it  is  also 
true  that  the  request  for  its  inclusion  in  our  Organiza- 
tion, or  the  desire  to  see  it  become  a Member  of  our 
Organization,  is  contrary  to  the  very  essence  of  the 
principles  underlying  the  Charter. 

To  support  such  an  endeavour,  moreover,  it  is 
alleged  that  the  United  Nations  must  be  given  greater 
universality.  That  is  an  aspiration  shared  by  all  Mem- 
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bers.  But  to  consider  it  in  its  true  light  it  is  imperative 
that  in  the  present  case  we  consider  the  applicability 
of  that  principle  in  the  light  of  the  constitutional  provi- 
sions, and  particularly  in  the  light  of  the  third  and 
fourth  paragraphs  of  Article  2 of  the  Charter. 

In  view  of  the  international  conduct  of  the  Peo- 


ple’s Republic  of  China,  to  which  I have  already 
referred,  its  presence  in  the  United  Nations  could 
be  accepted  only  at  the  sacrifice  of  those  provisions — 
that  is,  by  shattering  and  flouting  the  principles  on 
which  the  United  Nations  rests.  My  country  is  not 
ready  to  pay  such  a price  for  the  universality  of  our 
Organization. 


PHILIPPINES 


Ambassador  Salvador  P.  Lopez 


There  is  only  one  valid  question  that  can  be 
put  to  the  General  Assembly  concerning  the  People’s 
Republic  of  China,  and  it  is  a hypothetical  one.  That 
question  is  whether  the  General  Assembly  would  ac- 
cede to  a request  or  claim  of  the  People’s  Republic 
of  China  to  represent  China  in  the  United  Nations. 
We  have  chosen  the  terms  of  the  conditional  proposi- 
tion with  great  care.  It  is  based  on  the  assumption 
that  the  Government  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China 
itself  would  express  the  desire  and  claim  the  right 
to  represent  China  in  the  United  Nations,  and  that 
it  could  give  a clear  indication  to  that  effect  to  the 
United  Nations.  So  far  as  we  are  aware,  the  Govern- 
ment in  Peking  has  expressed  no  such  desire  and  made 
no  such  claim.  On  the  contrary,  its  attitude  towards 
the  United  Nations  continues  to  be  one  of  unmitigated 
contempt.  It  has  announced  that  it  would  not  con- 
sider joining  the  United  Nations,  until  the  Organiza- 
tion has  reformed  itself  in  accordance  with  Peking’s 
stipulations;  otherwise,  Peking  would  be  obliged  to 
set  up  what  it  calls  a “revolutionary  United  Nations” 
of  its  own. 

In  these  circumstances,  and  in  the  absence  of  a 
request  or  a claim  by  the  People’s  Republic  of  China 
to  represent  China  in  the  United  Nations,  the  ques- 
tion of  changing  the  existing  situation  does  not  even 
arise.  The  General  Assembly  should  not  be  expected 
to  respond  to  a hypothetical  question. 

We  would  recall  that  it  took  nearly  ten  years  of 


patient  negotiation  to  effect  the  simultaneous  admis- 
sion of  about  a dozen  important  States  to  the  United 
Nations.  No  one  questioned  the  qualifications  or  the 
right  of  those  States  to  be  admitted;  there  was  only 
the  question  of  timing  and  the  evolving  climate  of 
opinion  among  the  States  concerned  and  within  the 
United  Nations  itself.  So  too  the  time  will  surely 
come  when  the  Chinese  people  will  have  a govern- 
ment truly  expressive  of  their  ancient  traditions  of 
modern  and  their  vibrant  aspirations  for  a better  life, 
in  peace  and  freedom.  They  cannot  be  barred  per- 
manently from  co-operating  with  the  United  Nations 
either  by  arbitrary  decision  of  the  General  Assembly 
or  by  the  continued  irresponsibility  of  their  leaders. 
But  the  Chinese  people  themselves  must  break  down 
the  new  Great  Wall  of  fanatical  doctrine  which  their 
leaders  have  built  around  their  country.  It  took  the 
Soviet  Union  forty-five  years  to  moderate  its  ideologi- 
cal fervour  and  to  accept  the  principle  of  peaceful 
coexistence.  We  must  be  prepared  to  wait  just  as 
long,  if  necessary,  for  a similar  transformation  to  take 
place  in  the  regime  that  now  controls  mainland  China. 

China,  which  used  to  call  itself  the  Middle  King- 
dom, stands  in  the  very  heart  of  Asia,  as  large  as  life 
itself.  We  cannot,  even  if  we  wish,  make  it  vanish 
by  magic  or  by  prayer.  We  know  that  we,  its  neigh- 
bours, have  to  live  with  it  and  come  to  terms  with 
it.  We  are  certain  that  through  peaceful  co-operation 
and  neighbourly  relations  we  could  hasten  together 
the  improvement  of  the  quality  of  life  of  the  teeming 
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millions  of  Asia,  but  we  deny  that  China  has  the  right 
to  dictate  the  terms  on  which  we  should  live  with  it, 
and  we  must  defy  any  attempt  on  its  part  to  do  so. 
It  is  a tragedy  fraught  with  nameless  danger  for  all 
mankind  that  Communist  China  disbelieves  violently 
in  the  principle  of  the  peaceful  coexistence  of  coun- 
tries having  different  political  and  economic  systems. 
Peking  has  denounced  that  principle  as  a revisionist 
heresay  designed  to  undermine  the  doctrines  of  per- 
petual revolution  and  the  export  of  revolution. 


We  must  have  the  fortitude  and  the  patience  to 
wait  for  the  eventual  release  of  the  Chinese  people 
from  the  tensions  of  their  long  and  bitter  revolution. 
The  time  will  come  when  the  people  of  mainland 
China  will  have  a government  that  faithfully  reflects 
their  wish  to  co-operate  with  their  neighbours  and 
with  the  rest  of  mankind  in  building  a new  world  of 
peace,  freedom  and  abundance,  under  the  rule  of  law. 
That  time  is  not  yet. 


RWANDA 


Ambassador  Celestin  Kabanda 


The  problem  of  the  representation  of  China  in 
the  United  Nations  has  been  presented  by  certain  de- 
legations, as  a question  of  mere  procedure,  a matter 
of  credentials  or  verification  of  credentials.  My  delega- 
tion does  not  share  that  approach  to  the  problem. 
The  question  of  the  restoration  of  the  so-called  lawful 
rights  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  is  one  of  very 
great  importance  for  the  future  of  our  Organization 
and  for  international  relations.  We  cannot  conceive 
of  a change  in  the  representation  of  a Member  State 
without  modifying  the  essential  principles  which  are 
basic  to  our  institutions,  and  without  accepting  a new 
concept  of  peace  and  security  in  the  world. 

The  philosophy  of  the  Maoist  regime  teaches  us 
that  the  settlement  of  disputes  by  war  constitutes  the 
main  task  and  the  loftiest  expression  of  revolution — 
and  we  know  what  the  word  “revolution”  means  in 
that  context. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Charter  of  the  United 
Nations  stipulates  that  States  should  settle  their  in- 
ternational disputes  by  peaceful  means. 

If  war  is  the  cornerstone  of  the  Peking  system 
and  if  peace  is  the  raison  d’etre  of  the  United  Nations, 
how  could  we  deliberately  accept  that  contradiction 
by  countenancing  war  and  peace  at  one  and  the  same 


time?  How  could  this  institution  itself  survive  if  it 
destroyed  its  own  foundations? 

Many  agruments  have  been  advanced  in  favour 
of  the  presence  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  in 
the  United  Nations,  particularly  the  argument  of  le- 
gitimacy and  of  legality. 

My  delegation  believes  that  no  Member  of  the 
United  Nations  has  the  right  to  substitute  itself  for 
the  Chinese  people.  The  criterion  of  legitimacy  and 
legality  depends  on  the  question  of  knowing  whether 
or  not  a regime  represents  the  will  and  the  aspirations 
of  the  people  which  it  controls.  In  the  case  which 
concerns  us,  only  the  Chinese  people  can  tell  us  what 
authorities  it  wishes  to  choose.  We  cannot  make  the 
choice  for  the  Chinese  people.  Here,  too,  we  must 
respect  the  principle  of  sovereignty. 

The  principle  of  the  universality  of  the  United 
Nations  is  not  a principle  which  is  applicable  to  every 
situation  which  may  arise.  In  the  case  of  China,  that 
principle  cannot  be  invoked  because  it  is  not  a ques- 
tion of  the  admission  of  a new  Member.  Even  if  it 
were,  we  know  that  it  is  not  sufficient  for  a State 
fervently  to  desire  admission  to  the  United  Nations 
for  it  to  be  automatically  admitted;  a certain  number 
of  conditions  must  be  met.  As  for  changing  the  rep- 
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resentation  of  a Member  State,  I believe  that  the 
question  should  be  posed  in  other  terms.  Besides, 
the  principle  of  universality  of  the  United  Nations 
must  be  conceived,  according  to  my  delegation,  not 
in  the  extensive  sense  of  the  term,  but  in  the  sense 
that  the  values  defended  by  the  United  Nations  are 
universal  and  must  be  universally  recognized  and 
respected.  We  cannot  admit  just  any  country  to  this 
Organization;  but  any  country  must  be  able  to  find 
here  the  guarantee  of  its  independence  and  its  freedom. 

We  regard  the  authorities  of  the  Republic  of 
China,  which  took  part  in  the  creation  of  the  United 
Nations  and  have  shown  their  attachment  to  the 
principles  of  the  Charter,  as  the  only  legitimate  rep- 
resentative of  the  Chinese  State  and  people.  For  this 


reason  the  Republic  of  Rwanda  is  opposed  to  the 
theory  of  the  two  Chinas,  its  principle  being  that  any 
people  which  has  created  a nation  and  has  taken  part 
in  the  creation  of  a single  culture  should  be  able  to 
remain  one  nation  indivisible,  and  that  any  arbitrary 
division  of  its  unity  is  an  unpardonable  crime. 

There  is  talk  of  the  creation  of  a committee  to 
study  all  the  aspects  of  the  question  of  the  representa- 
tion of  China.  My  delegation  has  doubts  with  regard 
to  the  effectiveness  of  such  a committee,  the  more 
so  since  the  authorities  of  both  parts  of  China  would 
not  facilitate  its  task.  Any  study  which  was  based 
only  on  the  writings  or  declarations  of  politicians 
would  not  be  able  to  contribute  much  to  the  search 
for  a solution  of  this  problem. 


Ambassador  Escobar  Serrano 


From  this  rostrum,  the  year  before  last,  I ven- 
tured to  state  that  I was  astonished  to  see  the  strenuous 
efforts  made  to  have  admitted  to  the  United  Nations 
a Government  that  not  only  does  not  respect  our  prin- 
ciples but  even  despises  them  and  challenges  our  Or- 
ganization. So  far  as  I know,  the  Peking  Government 
has  never  requested  admission  to  the  United  Nations 
as  representative  of  the  people  of  China.  Others  have 
done  so  for  it  but  Peking,  on  the  contrary,  has  stated 
that  it  would  not  agree  to  become  a Member  of  this 
Organization  unless  the  resolution  that  condemned  it 
as  an  aggressor  was  revoked  and  unless  the  United 
Nations  was  re-organized  in  a totally  inadmissible 
manner  so  that  we  would  become  an  organization  sub- 
ject to  the  wishes  and  the  interests  of  the  Peking 
regime. 

Now  what  we  are  asked  to  do  is  to  take  as  a 
premise  for  our  decision  the  possession  of  nuclear 
weapons,  as  though  justice  and  law  were  to  be  sub- 
ject to  the  strength  of  the  great  Powers. 

As  in  past  sessions,  we  have  received  a draft 


revolution  sponsored  by  Albania  and  ten  other  coun- 
tries entitled  “Restoration  of  the  Lawful  Rights  of  the 
People’s  Republic  of  China  in  the  United  Nations”. 

After  what  I have  just  said,  it  hardly  seems  nec- 
essary for  me  to  add  that  we  are  opposed  to  this  draft 
resolution  and  will  vote  against  it.  It  is  a draft  resolu- 
tion which  starts  badly  and  ends  worse.  One  cannot 
speak  about  the  restoration  of  rights  which  the  Peking 
Government  has  never  had.  Furthermore,  we  do 
not  understand  why  there  is  a consistent  effort  to  ask 
for  the  expulsion  of  the  representatives  of  China  who 
have  held  their  seats  since  the  foundation  of  the 
United  Nations  in  San  Francisco.  The  admission  of 
the  People’s  Republic  of  China  would  automatically 
entail  the  exit  of  the  other  since  there  can  be  only 
one  representation  of  China.  Yet,  year  after  year, 
we  hear  this  argument  as  though  there  is  a desire  to 
add  insult  to  injury,  and  this  shows  the  partisan  spirit 
which  prompts  this  draft  resolution,  which  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  invariably  has  rejected  and  which  we 
hope  will  be  rejected  once  again  in  the  spirit  of  justice 
which  should  characterize  our  decisions. 
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A change  in  the  representation  of  China  in  the 
United  Nations  would  be  a far-reaching  and  important 
matter  because  of  the  international  repercussions  and 
the  consequences  which  might  follow  for  the  Organiza- 
tion itself.  Therefore,  it  is  not  simply  a procedural 
question,  a question  of  credentials,  as  some  delegations 
have  alleged.  What  is  at  stake  is  far  more  serious 
far-reaching.  Accordingly,  my  delegation  will  vote  in 
favour  of  draft  resolution  A/L.532  and  Add.  1 which 


has  been  presented  by  Australia,  Belgium,  Bolivia, 
Brazil,  Colombia,  Gabon,  Italy,  Japan,  Madagascar, 
New  Zealand,  Nicaragua,  Philippines,  Thailand,  Togo 
and  the  United  States  of  America.  This  is  a resolu- 
tion which  repeatedly  has  been  approved  by  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  and  its  validity  must  be  maintained. 
So  important  a matter  cannot  be  left  to  the  decision 
of  a simple  majority. 


THAILAND 

Ambassador  Anand  Panyarachun 


With  all  the  discussion  around  technicalities, 
legal  rights  and  universality,  one  tends  to  give  too  little 
significance  to  the  supreme  criterion  in  the  qualifica- 
tion of  membership  in  any  set  of  circumstances  at  any 
time,  and  that  is,  whether  the  authority  in  question 
could  comply  with  the  spirit  of  the  Charter  with  its 
basis  of  a peace-loving  intention.  What  faith  and  what 
value  could  small  nations  like  my  own,  which  form 
the  great  majority  of  the  membership,  find  in  the 
United  Nations  if  the  basic  drive  of  all  United  Nations 
deliberations  and  actions  is  not  to  find  a peaceful  and 
just  solution  to  all  the  problems? 

The  delegation  of  Thailand  has  had  occasion  in 
the  past  to  expose  how  laudatory  words  about  the 
People’s  Republic  of  China  have  not  been  borne  out 
by  the  facts.  On  the  contrary,  the  Peking  regime  has 
always  held  fast  to  such  of  Mao  Tse-tung’s  thoughts 
as  “Political  power  comes  out  of  the  barrel  of  a gun” 
and  “The  seizure  of  power  by  armed  force  and  the 
settlement  of  the  issue  by  war  is  the  central  task  and 
the  highest  form  of  revolution.”  Based  on  such  bel- 
licose principles  and  consistent  practices,  the  policy 
of  the  Peking  regime  has  been  to  commit  open  aggres- 
sion, indirect  aggression  and  subversive  activities 
everywhere  in  the  world  where  it  has  been  allowed  to 
exert  its  influence.  Numerous  exposures  of  these  in- 
sidious activities  can  be  found  in  the  records  for  all 
to  see  from  various  countries  in  Asia,  Africa  and  even 
Latin  America.  The  main  target  of  this  aggressive 


policy  of  the  Peking  regime,  however,  must  necessarily 
be  our  region  of  Asia,  and  especially  South-East  Asia. 

A review  of  the  happenings  of  the  last  twelve 
months  would  indicate  an  intensification  on  a grand 
scale  of  that  same  policy.  In  fact,  their  blatant  nature 
has  become  so  obvious  that  even  some  socialist 
scholars  and  the  socialist  press  have  begun  to  recognize 
the  facts  of  life  in  Asia  for  what  they  are.  Let  me 
quote  you  excerpts  from  an  article  dated  31  October 
of  this  year  by  Professor  M.  Ukraintsev  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  entitled  “In  the  Footsteps  of  the  Chinese 
Emperors”. 

“If  you  visit  the  countries  of  South  and  South- 
East  Asia,” — the  Professor  began — “you  will  become 
aware  of  a feeling  of  anxiety  there  in  connection  with 
the  policy  of  Peking.  This  anxiety  grows  as  the 
hegemonic  aims  of  Mao  and  his  group  develop  and 
their  territorial  claims  in  South  and  South-East  Asia 
become  more  apparent.” 

Such  explicit  analysis  of  Peking’s  aggressive  and 
colonialist  policy  has  been  borne  out  by  verbal  and 
physical  conflicts  which  have  escalated  in  intensity  and 
scope  between  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  and 
various  other  Asian  countries  such  as  Burma,  Cam- 
bodia, India,  Indonesia  and  Nepal. 

Radio  Moscow,  in  its  international  service  on  6 
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September  1967,  described  an  article  on  Asian  affairs 
in  the  newspapers  Jzvestya  in  the  following  terms: 

“Ignoring  the  soverignty  of  several  neighbouring 
States,  the  Mao  group  has  decided  to  export  Mao- 
ism. . . . The  independent  stand  taken  by  the  leaders 
of  several  neighbouring  countries  which  banned  the 
propaganda  of  Mao’s  teaching  ‘did  not  please 
Peking’  and  it  took  to  the  path  of  open  provoca- 
tions. A feature  of  Peking's  new  line  is  that  the 
Maoists  are  resorting  to  open  pressure  and  black- 
mail with  respect  to  certain  groups  of  Chinese 
minorities  in  South-East  Asian  countries,  in  an  effort 
to  use  them  as  pliant  tools  to  impose  its  hegemony 
over  the  peoples  and  Governments  of  those  coun- 
tries. 

“Peking  has  resorted  to  provocation  against 
Burma,  India,  Singapore,  Malaysia,  Nepal  and 
certain  other  countries . . . 

Even  Prince  Sihanouk  of  Cambodia,  in  his  press 
conference  on  11  September  1967,  admitted  that  the 
Chinese  Communists’  activities  in  Cambodia  directed 
by  Peking  are  “an  extraordinary  interference  in  the 
affairs  of  a soverign  State”.  His  subsequent  statements 
are  also  equally  enlightening. 

In  view  of  those  commentaries  and  the  sources 
from  which  they  emanated,  the  delegation  of  Tailand 
cannot  but  come  to  the  very  firm  conclusion  that  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  in  its  present  course  of 
policy  does  not  in  any  way  deserve  the  epithet  of 
“peace-loving”,  nor  does  it  conform  in  any  manner 
to  the  purposes  and  principles  of  the  Charter,  and 
thus  fails  by  a long  way  to  qualify  for  admission  to 
membership  in  the  United  Nations. 

In  this  connection,  the  delegation  of  Thailand 
also  rejects  the  contention  of  some  advocates  of 
Peking’s  admission  that  the  barring  of  its  entry  by  the 
United  Nations  has  given  a sense  of  isolation  to  the 
Peking  regime,  which  in  turn  has  caused  it  to  strike 


an  aggressive  and  recalcitrant  attitude.  Its  admission 
to  the  United  Nations,  those  advocates  often  go  on 
to  argue,  would  rid  Peking  of  the  sense  of  isolation 
and  transform  it  eventually  into  a peace-loving  na- 
tion. My  delegation  contends,  in  the  first  place,  that 
the  apparent  isolation  in  which  the  People’s  Republic 
of  China  could  be  said  to  find  itself  is  not  the  effect 
of  any  action  by  any  world  organization  or  any  group 
of  States  or  even  by  several  individual  States,  but  a 
deliberately  self-imposed  policy.  This  contention  of 
ours  seems  to  have  found  support  in  the  Press  Release 
dated  16  February  1967  of  the  Soviet  Mission  to  the 
United  Nations,  wherein,  on  page  9,  it  was  stated: 

"...  the  Chinese  leadership  had  to  isolate  its 
country  to  erect  a ‘Chinese  wall’  to  keep  its  peo- 
ple away  from  ...  the  entire  progressive  world 
public  . . 

Radio  Moscow  on  24  July  1967  was  even  more 
explicit  and  offered  a more  substantial  reason.  It  said: 

“The  curent  hostile  and  subversive  campaign  led 
by  Peking  against  China’s  neighbours,  including 
Burma,  India,  Nepal,  the  Mongolian  People’s  Re- 
public, Indonesia,  Malaysia  and  Singapore,  is  not 
only  aimed  at  drawing  these  countries  in  the  orbit 
of  Chinese  domination,  but  also  pursues  concrete 
objectives  upon  China’s  domestic  scene.  The  Peking 
leaders  want  to  make  the  people  of  China  believe 
that  they  are  surrounded  by  enemies.  They  want 
to  educate  the  Chinese  in  the  spirit  hatred  for  other 
peoples,  which  they  hope  will  provide  fertile  soil 
for  the  ideas  of  great  power  chauvinism.” 

From  the  above,  therefore,  the  delegation  of 
Thailand  very  much  doubts  if  representation  in  the 
United  Nations  would  in  any  way  lessen  the  isolationist 
preference  of  the  Government  of  the  People’s  Republic 
of  China.  As  for  a possible  ameliorating  effect,  the 
Thai  delegation  does  not  believe  the  United  Nations 
to  be  a reformatory  school. 
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UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 


Ambassador  L.  H.  Fountain 


The  sponsors  of  this  Albanian  proposal  have 
referred  to  the  Republic  of  China,  their  intended 
victim,  as  a “myth”.  But  the  Republic  of  China  is 
far  from  being  a myth;  it  is  a very  lively  and  highly 
impressive  reality.  Its  Government  effectively  governs 
some  13  million  people,  a population  exceeding  that 
of  most  of  the  Members  represented  in  this  body.  It 
has  achieved  one  of  the  highest  standards  of  living 
in  Asia.  It  is  recognized  diplomatically  by  a majority  of 
the  membership  of  the  United  Nations.  And  for  twenty- 
two  years  it  has  contributed  faithfully  to  the  work  of  the 
United  Nations,  including  the  specialized  agencies  and 
other  constructive  United  Nations  programmes.  Yet 
this  is  the  Member  of  the  United  Nations  which  is 
nominated  for  expulsion.  That  is  the  penalty  which 
the  Charter  reserves  for  persistent  violators  of  its 
principles.  It  has  never  been  imposed  upon  any  Mem- 
ber in  the  entire  history  of  this  Organization.  No 
wonder  the  Assembly  has  refused  so  many  times  in 
the  past  years  to  take  this  step  of  expelling  the  Re- 
public of  China.  Such  a step  would  be  a flagrant 
injustice  and  an  indelible  blot  of  shame  on  the  record 
of  the  United  Nations.  It  would  violate  the  Charter 
which  we  are  all  solemnly  bound  to  uphold  and  which 
contains  no  grounds  whatever  for  such  an  arbitrary 
act  of  expulsion.  Moreover,  it  would  set  an  evil 
precedent  that  might  one  day  be  invoked  against  other 
Members  here  present — even  those  perhaps  who  to- 
day may  be  inclined  to  support  it. 

The  other  step  which  the  Albanian  draft  resolu- 
tion contemplates  is  the  seating  of  the  representatives  of 
Peking  in  the  United  Nations.  In  view  of  this  proposal, 
it  seems  proper  that  we  should  consider,  first,  the 
conduct  of  the  Peking  regime  in  the  light  of  the  pur- 
poses and  principles  of  the  Charter,  and,  second,  the 
declared  attitude  of  Peking  towards  the  United  Na- 
tions itself. 

As  regards  conduct,  there  cannot  be  any  more 
widely  known  fact  in  international  affairs  today  than 
the  warlike  and  aggressive  manner  in  which  the  Peking 


regime  has  conducted  itself  all  around  its  periphery 
from  Tibet  to  Korea.  If  there  is  a political  authority 
in  the  world  today  more  hostile  to  international  peace 
and  security,  more  diametrically  opposed  to  the  pur- 
poses and  principles  of  the  United  Nations  Charter, 
more  contemptuous  of  elementary  diplomatic  usage, 
my  Government  does  not  know  of  it. 

Of  course,  as  might  be  expected,  the  sponsors  of 
the  Albanian  draft  resolution  have  painted  quite  a dif- 
ferent picture.  It  is  a picture  which  bears  little  rela- 
tion to  reality — and,  let  me  add,  some  of  the  sponsors 
know  that  fact  from  dircet  experience.  I refer  parti- 
cularly to  the  explanatory  memorandum  which  they 
submitted  on  8 September  last  in  support  of  this 
agenda  item.  Let  me  quote  a few  of  the  assertions  in 
that  memorandum  to  see  how  they  compare  with  the 
facts. 

Take,  for  example,  the  assertion  that  the  Peking 
regime  “has  always  followed  a policy  aimed  at  settling 
by  peaceful  means  all  disputes  which  may  exist  or 
arise  between  independent  States.”  Can  this  possibly 
be  said  of  the  regime  that  intervened  massively  in  the 
aggression  against  South  Korea;  that  has  repeatedly 
launched  armed  attacks  against  Indian  territory  along 
the  Himalayan  mountain  borders;  that  has  been  deeply 
involved  in  the  aggression  against  the  Kingdom  of  Laos 
and  the  Republic  of  Vietnam;  and  that  has  intervened 
to  promote  subversion  as  far  away  as  Africa  and  Latin 
America? 

The  behaviour  of  Communist  China  toward  those 
independent  States  which  have  sought  its  friendship — 
not  just  in  Asia  but  in  every  region — has  been  charac- 
terized time  and  time  again  by  provocation  and  insult. 
Apparently,  to  continue  in  the  favor  of  Peking  it  is 
no  longer  enough  to  maintain  a friendly  attitude.  Na- 
tions whose  friendship  for  Communist  China  is  of  long 
standing  and  whose  leaders  in  former  years  were  re- 
ceived in  Peking  with  much  pomp  and  circumstance 
now  find  themselves  accused  of  serving  as  “puppets 
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of  American  imperialism”. 

Physical  attacks  on  diplomatic  personnel  and  in- 
stallations in  Peking  have  recently  become  widespread. 
Abuses  of  diplomatic  privileges  by  emissaries  of  Peking 
have  created  serious  incidents  in  the  capitals  of  many 
countries.  These  incidents  have  been  front-page  news 
all  over  the  world  for  many  months.  Even  some  of 
those  who  exert  themselves  annually  to  plead  Peking’s 
cause  in  this  Assembly  are  not  exempt  from  such  treat- 
ment. It  is  puzzling  indeed  how  it  can  be  asserted,  as 
the  explanatory  memorandum  asserts,  that  “the  Peo- 
ple’s Republic  of  China  has  always  displayed  full  re- 
spect for  the  independence  and  dignity  of  other  coun- 
tries”. The  burning  of  embassies,  the  physical  beating 
of  diplomats,  and  the  abuse  of  diplomatic  immunity 
for  propaganda  and  subversion  are  exceedingly  strange 
ways  of  showing  respect. 

I would  cite  only  one  more  statement  from  the 
memorandum  submitted  in  behalf  of  Peking’s  admis- 
sion. This  is  the  assertion  that  “no  important  interna- 
tional problem  can  be  solved  without  the  participation 
of  that  country.”  This  is  a strange  observation  to  make 
about  a regime  which  has  long  since  made  it  clear 
that  it  is  opposed  to  international  efforts  to  solve  most 
of  the  major  problems  of  the  day,  including  those  of 
great  concern  to  the  United  Ntaions.  For  example, 
Peking  has  taken  the  most  extreme  possible  position 
on  the  troubles  of  South-East  Asia,  including  Viet- 
nam, in  the  apparent  hope  of  preventing  a reasonable 
peace  settlement  in  that  area.  It  has  rejected  out  of 
hand  the  partial  nuclear  test-ban  treaty',  the  treaty  on 
outer  space  and  the  projected  treaty  to  prevent  the 
proliferation  of  unclear  weapons,  and  in  fact  has  shown 
itself  generally  hostile  to  the  whole  concept  of  arms 
control. 

In  its  deeds  as  in  its  words,  Peking  has  remained 
faithful  to  Mao  Tse-tung’s  dogma  that  “all  political 
power  grows  out  of  the  barrel  of  a gun”.  I leave  it 
to  all  of  my  fellow  representatives  to  judge  for  them- 
selves whether  the  presence  in  the  United  Nations  of 


this  rigidly  fanatical  and  violence-prone  regime  would 
increase  the  probability  of  a solution  of  any  interna- 
tional problem. 

I now  turn  to  a more  specific  question  and  one 
which  is  especially  relevant  to  this  debate,  namely, 
the  attitude  of  Peking  and  the  Peking  regime  towards 
the  United  Nations.  There  is  abundant  evidence  on  this 
subject.  Peking  has  made  no  secret  of  its  utter  con- 
tempt for  this  Organization.  It  does  not  seek  to  enter 
the  United  Nations;  rather,  it  arrogantly  and  blatantly 
proclaims  conditions  under  which  it  would  consent  to 
join.  As  Premier  Chou  En-lai  said  as  recently  as  last 
24  June:  “The  United  Nations  must  correct  all  of 

its  mistakes  of  the  past,  and  must  be  thoroughly  re- 
organized and  transformed.”  And  he  went  on  to  say. 
“If  this  goal  is  not  reached,  then  the  possibility  will 
increase  that  a new,  revolutionary  United  Nations 
will  be  set  up.” 

Such  statements,  in  almost  the  same  words,  have 
been  made  by  the  authorities  in  Peking  numerous 
times  in  the  past.  In  addition,  those  authorities  have 
given  some  details  on  what  they  mean  by  the  “trans- 
formation” that  must  take  place  and  the  so-called 
“mistakes”  which  the  United  Nations  must  correct 
before  they  will  consent  to  enter  this  great  body. 

For  example,  in  a speech  in  Peking  on  29  Septem- 
ber 1965,  Foreign  Minister  Chen  Yi  said  that  all  the 
States  which  he  classified  as  “imperialist  puppet  States” 
should  be  driven  out  of  the  United  Nations.  And 
similarly,  in  an  interview  with  the  Philippine  journalist 
J.  V.  Cruz  on  9 May  1966,  the  same  Mr.  Chen  Yi 
was  quoted  as  emphatically  asserting  that  his  regime — 
and  1 quote  Mr.  Cruz — “will  never  go  into  the  United 
Nations,  even  if  invited  by  the  Organization,  unless 
and  until  certain  conditions  set  forth  by  her  will  have 
been  met  first”.  Among  those  conditions  were  in- 
cluded, and  again  I quote  from  the  interview,  “ex- 
pulsion of  the  Taiwan  delegation,  and  a thorough- 
going revision  of  the  United  Nations  Charter”. 
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UPPER  VOLTA 

Ambassador  Paul  T.  Touamba 


Let  us  indeed  consider  the  “Restoration  of  the 
lawful  rights  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  in  the 
United  Nations”.  Such  a wording  cannot  stand  up 
under  legal  analysis.  It  supposes  that  there  has  been 
at  least  a “mistake  in  identity”,  a “legal  error”,  to 
employ  modern  legal  jargon.  But  for  more  than  twenty 
years,  ever  since  the  historic  gathering  in  San  Francisco 
in  1945,  the  disputed  seat — if  it  is  disputed  at  all — has 
actually  been  occupied  by  the  Republic  of  China. 
That  country  is,  in  addition,  a founding  Member  of 
the  United  Nations  and  a permanent  member  of  the 
Security  Council  under  Article  23  of  the  Charter. 

How  can  we  then,  in  this  context,  restore  the 
lawful  rights  of  a State  which  has  never  at  any  time 
or  in  any  way,  informed  us  that  it  intended  to  become 
a member  of  the  international  community?  How  can 
we  reconcile  with  the  Charter  the  fact  that  the  sponsor 
has  no  one  to  sponsor?  Can  we  wipe  the  slate  clean 
of  the  conditions  set  by  Peking — which  are  unaccept- 
able because  they  are  gratuitously  insulting — before  it 
will  consent  to  join  our  great  family?  Can  we  deny 
the  fact  that  those  conditions  are  not  only  inadmissible 
but  are  also  accompanied  by  declarations  of  intention 
that  are,  to  say  the  least,  disquieting  for  the  United 
Nations? 

If  an  individual  Member  State  deliberately 
violates  the  fundamental  laws  of  the  Organization,  that 
does  not  necessarily  result  in  a decisive  blow  against 
the  existence  of  our  Organization.  The  examples 
which  unfortunately  illustrate  this  state  of  affairs  be- 
come more  numerous  each  year.  But  this  situation 
would  become  fraught  with  consequences  if  it  were 
the  United  Nations  itself  which,  by  agreeing  to  the 
admission  of  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  under 
conditions  of  which  we  are  all  aware,  deliberately 
violated  its  own  regulations  and  norms  through  a 
concern  to  make  room  for  700  million  persons,  with- 


out whose  presence,  we  are  told,  no  major  problem 
of  our  time  can  be  solved.  What  guarantee  have  we 
that,  by  some  kind  of  sorcery,  satisfactory  solutions 
will  be  found  to  the  major  problems  as  soon  as  Mao 
Tse-tung  replaces  Chiang  Kai-shek  in  our  Organi- 
zation? 

My  delegation  cannot  accept  as  conditions  for 
the  admission  of  Peking: 

The  withdrawal  of  the  1950  resolution  con- 
demning the  People’s  Republic  of  China  as  the  ag- 
gressor in  Korea — we  do  not  see  by  what  process  such 
an  act  would  be  possible; 

The  adoption  of  a resolution  recognizing  the 
error  committed  at  that  time  by  the  United  Nations — 
we  cannot  be  asked  to  turn  back  the  course  of  history; 

A complete  revision  of  the  Charter — certain 
preliminary  precautions  would  have  to  be  taken; 

And,  above  all,  the  expulsion  of  the  Republic  of 
China — that  would  be  at  once  unjustified  and  illegal. 

Population  criteria,  like  those  of  good  interna- 
tional conduct,  can  no  longer  serve  as  a reference. 
It  is  not  the  United  Nations  which  is  ignoring  700 
million  Chinese;  it  is  the  authorities  which  guide  them 
that  are  ignoring  the  United  Nations.  Those  authori- 
ties forget  that  there  is  no  coexistence  without  toler- 
ance, no  association  without  overriding  principles,  no 
fruitful  international  co-operation  without  justice, 
security  and  a stable  peace.  To  sound  daily  the  last 
trump  of  a nuclear  apocalypse  will  finally  shake  our 
fragile  planet.  My  delegation  fears  that  our  Organi- 
zation would  be  paralyzed  by  the  spectacular  intru- 
sion of  the  representatives  of  Mao  Tse-tung  after  the 
expulsion  of  those  of  Chiang  Kai-shek. 


19 


republic  of  china 

Minister  Wei  Tao-ming  - 


Today  we  are  witnessing  the  spectacle  of  another 
campaign — the  seventh  since  1961  when  the  so-called 
question  of  the  representation  of  China  was  first 
inscribed  on  the  agenda — to  seat  the  Chinese  com- 
munist regime  in  the  United  Nations.  The  regime 
that  the  Assembly  is  asked  to  admit  is  the  same  regime 
that  has  proved  itself  the  enemy  of  the  Chinese  peo- 
ple, that  has  committed  numerous  acts  of  aggression 
against  other  countries,  that  has  flouted  the  basic 
principles  and  purposes  of  the  United  Nations. 

Much  has  happened  since  this  question  was 
debated  in  November  of  last  year.  The  turmoil  and 
confusion  resulting  from  the  so-called  proletarian  cul- 
tural revolution  have  become  more  widespread.  In 
foreign  policy  Peiping  has  shown  increased  ideological 
militancy.  There  has  been  a general  deterioration  in 
the  relations  betwen  Peiping  and  the  rest  of  the  world. 

A regime  that  promotes  war  and  violence,  that 
claims  the  right  to  interfere  in  the  internal  affairs  of 
other  countries  and  subvert  the  independence  of  neigh- 
bouring States,  cannot  by  any  stretch  of  the  imagina- 
tion be  called  peace-loving.  Such  a regime  has  ob- 
viously no  place  in  an  organization  dedicated  to  the 
maintenance  of  international  peace  and  security,  to 
the  peaceful  settlement  of  international  disputes,  to 
the  development  of  friendly  relations  among  nations 
based  on  law  and  justice,  to  the  promotion  of  social 
progress  and  better  standards  of  life  in  larger  freedom, 
to  the  encouragement  of  respect  for  human  rights  and 
fundamental  freedoms. 

But,  it  has  been  argued,  the  existence  of  the  com- 
munist regime  on  the  mainland  of  China  is  such  an 
incontrovertible  fact  that  it  is  absurd  to  pretend  that 
it  is  not  there. 

The  answer  to  that  question  is  that  no  one  ignores 
the  existence  of  the  regime.  Indeed,  it  is  precisely 
because  its  existence  is  such  a dangerous  fact  that  it 
must  be  excluded  from  an  organization  such  as  the 
United  Nations. 


There  is  another  school  of  thought  which  at- 
tributes Peiping’s  outrageous  international  behaviour 
to  its  political  isolation.  It  is  said  that,  once  admitted 
to  the  world  Organization  and  exposed  to  the  civilizing 
influence  of  international  opinion,  the  regime  will 
cease  to  be  hostile  toward  the  rest  of  the  world. 

It  seems  to  my  delegation  that  the  validity  of 
this  argument  is  open  to  question.  It  is  born  of  illusion 
and  wishful  thinking  and  does  not  reflect  the  realities 
of  the  situation  at  all.  Mao  Tse-tung  and  his  gang 
have  never  been  known  for  their  amenability  to  ex- 
ternal influence.  They  regard  themselves  as  the  sole 
repository  of  truth.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine  that  men 
with  such  unshakable  faith  in  the  righteousness  of  their 
cause  can  be  influenced  by  anything  as  volatile  as  what 
is  called  international  opinion.  Membership  in  the 
United  Nations  will  not  change  their  belligerence  and 
hostility;  it  will  only  give  them  an  opportunity  to  carry 
out  their  long-standing  threat  to  “reform” — or  rather 
to  destroy — the  United  Nations. 

The  Peiping  regime  maintains  diplomatic  rela- 
tions with  over  forty  countries.  I leave  it  to  them  to 
judge  what  influence  they  have  been  able  to  exert  on 
Peiping’s  international  conduct.  It  was  with  the  ex- 
press intention  of  bringing  the  regime’s  isolation  to 
an  end  that  France  recognized  it  in  1964.  There  is 
no  evidence  that  France  has  been  more  successful  in 
this  regard  than  any  other  country  that  has  exchanged 
diplomatic  missions  with  the  Chinese  communist  re- 
gime. Indeed,  it  may  be  doubted  whether  it  is  pos- 
sible to  maintain  any  kind  of  meaningful  relations 
with  that  regime  at  all,  since  its  every  action  is  a nega- 
tion of  the  principles  and  practices  that  have  governed 
normal  contacts  between  Governments. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  Peiping’s  political 
isolation,  if  it  is  political  isolation,  is  not  the  cause  of 
its  outrageous  international  behaviour;  on  the  contrary, 
it  is  its  outrageous  international  behaviour  that  has 
caused  the  isolation.  Prince  Sihanouk  of  Cambodia 
must  have  known  what  was  talking  about  when  he 
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said  that  Peiping  had  lost  most  of  its  friends  by  “walk- 
ing on  the  wrong  path”.  In  a speech  on  13  September 
1967,  he  said  further: 

“By  4 September  1967  there  remained  only  two — 
Albania  and  Cambodia.  And  now,  beginning  4 
September,  there  is  only  Albania,  because  it  has 
lost  one  more — Cambodia.” 

Apologists  of  Peiping  contend  that  in  this  ther- 
monuclear age  the  reduction  of  international  tension 
must  be  the  first  and  foremost  preoccupation  of  world 
statesmen.  For  this  reason,  they  believe  that  the 
Chinese  communists,  for  all  their  intransigence  and 
bellicosity,  must  be  admitted  to  the  United  Nations — 
that  it  is  far  less  dangerous  to  have  them  inside  the 
United  Nations  than  outside  it;  and  what  is  more,  that 
without  their  presence  in  the  United  Nations  many  of 
the  crucial  and  urgent  problems  facing  the  Organiza- 
tion, including  the  problem  of  disarmament,  would 
remain  incapable  of  solution. 

In  the  view  of  my  delegation,  however,  this 
seemingly  plausible  argument  does  not  in  fact  hold 
water.  Those  who  argue  in  this  manner  seem  ready 
to  sacrifice  the  basic  principles  of  the  Charter  in  order 
to  accommodate  the  Chinese  communists.  It  is  in- 
conceivable, it  seems  to  my  delegation,  that  Members 
of  the  United  Nations  who  have  solemnly  pledged 
themselves  to  uphold  the  Charter  could,  at  the  same 
time,  urge  its  abandonment.  The  Charter  is  the  basic 
law  of  the  Organization.  You  cannot  tamper  with  the 
fundamental  law  of  the  Organization  without  doing 
irreparable  damage  to  the  Organization  itself.  Those 
who  are  ready  to  discard  Charter  principles  in  order 
to  accommodate  Peiping  are  at  bottom  motivated  by 
the  fear  of  war.  But  to  admit  Peiping  purely  on  the 
basis  of  fear  is  to  encourage  it  to  move  from  aggres- 
sion to  aggression  until  a time  when  there  remains  no 
tolerable  alternative  to  war.  The  lesson  of  the  Second 
World  War  should  not  be  easily  forgotten. 

Advocates  of  Peiping’s  admission  not  infrequently 
base  their  position  on  assumptions  which  are  as  fal- 
lacious as  they  are  unjustified.  One  of  these  assump- 
tions is  that  the  communist  regime  on  the  mainland 
of  China  has  the  support  of  the  masses  of  the  people. 
Nothing,  however,  could  be  further  from  the  truth. 


Th^rChinese  people  have  never  accepted  the  commu- 
nist tyranny  and  have  in  fact  never  ceased  to  struggle 
against  it.  Eighteen  years  of  unlimited  terror  and  re- 
gimentation have  failed  to  stamp  out  the  spirit  of  re- 
sistance. Millions  have  perished  in  the  struggle.  Mil- 
lions have  fled  the  country.  The  Chinese  people  are 
a home-loving  people;  it  is  no  easy  thing  for  them  to 
leave  behind  kith  and  kin,  lifelong  associations  and 
even  human  identity,  in  exchange  for  the  uncertainties 
of  life  in  exile.  Certainly,  only  fears  and  revulsions  of 
the  intensest  kind  could  account  for  the  decision  to 
escape.  By  so  doing,  they  are  asserting  in  the  strongest 
terms  possible  their  unalterable  hatred  for  the  regime. 

Over  the  years  my  delegation  has  called  attention 
to  the  un-Chinese  character  of  the  Peiping  regime.  The 
so-called  “proletarian  revolution”,  with  its  ruthless 
destruction  of  all  the  cultural  values  which  the  Chinese 
people  hold  dear,  has  demonstrated  beyond  any 
shadow  of  doubt  that  the  regime  is  un-Chinese  in  char- 
acter and  un-Chinese  in  purpose.  It  is  opposed  to 
everything  the  Chinese  people  stand  for.  And,  that 
being  so,  it  is  totally  unfit  to  represent  the  Chinese  in 
the  world  community. 

Another  assumption,  which  flows  directly  from 
the  first  and  which  is  taken  for  granted  by  those  who 
have  an  almost  superstitious  belief  in  Peiping’s  ability 
to  keep  itself  in  power,  is  that  the  regime  is  in  China 
to  stay  and  cannot  be  kept  out  of  the  United  Nations 
for  an  indefinite  length  of  time. 

Those  who  base  their  position  on  this  assumption 
have  apparently  forgotten  the  lesson  of  recent  history, 
namely,  that  all  totalitarian  regimes  appear  strong  and 
impregnable  until  they  are  overthrown.  The  Chinese 
communist  regime  is  no  exception. 

Indeed,  the  regime  is  already  in  deep  trouble. 
The  so-called  “cultural  revolution”  is  itself  a sign  of 
weakness  and  not  of  strength.  It  is  the  outward  mani- 
festation of  the  regime’s  inner  sense  of  insecurity,  its 
profound  lack  of  faith  in  its  own  future.  Knowing  that 
its  authority  has  no  sanction  in  Chinese  cultural  tradi- 
tion, it  has  deemed  it  necessary  to  do  away  with  that 
cultural  tradition.  But  the  cultural  tradition  of  the 
Chinese  people  has  now  begun  to  reassert  its  influence. 
It  is  this  tradition,  rather  than  the  so-called  “thought 
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of  Mao  Tse-tung”,  that  must  ultimately  prevail. 

At  a time  when  the  hopes  of  the  Chinese  people 
for  the  recovery  of  their  lost  freedom  appear  the 
brightest,  the  United  Nations  has  no  right  to  put  its 
seal  of  approval  upon  a regime  which  has  committed 
so  many  heinous  crimes  against  them. 

To  the  Chinese  people  there  is  only  one  China 
and  one  legal  Chinese  Government,  the  Government 
of  the  Republic  of  China.  They  categorically  reject 
any  proposal  that  purports  to  resolve  the  question  of 
representation  through  the  so-called  two-Chinas  for- 
mula. Let  me  state  with  all  the  emphasis  at  my  com- 
mand that  the  right  to  determine  who  should  represent 
China  in  the  United  Nations  belongs  exclusively  to  the 
Chinese  people.  It  is  not  for  Members  of  this  As- 
sembly or  anybody  else  to  make  the  decision  for  them 
or  to  propound  proposals  that  are  at  variance  with 
the  wishes  and  aspirations  of  the  Chinese  people. 

The  question  of  the  representation  of  China  in- 
volves not  merely  the  rightful  position  of  the  Govern- 


ment of  the  Republic  of  China  in  the  United  Nations; 
it  has  far-reaching  implications  for  the  future  of  the 
Organization  itself.  No  one  with  the  true  interests  of 
the  Organization  at  heart  can  allow  the  admission  of 
a regime  which  is  clearly  disqualified  by  both  the  spirit 
and  the  letter  of  the  Charter.  Any  act  of  appeasement 
on  the  part  of  the  United  Nations  cannot  but  give  new 
impetus  to  the  aggressor’s  design  for  world  domina- 
tion. This  is  no  time  to  cling  to  positions  which  are 
no  longer  tenable  in  circumstances  in  which  Peiping 
has  intensified  its  subversive  activities  in  all  vulnerable 
parts  of  the  world,  particularly  against  the  countries 
of  South-East  Asia. 

Elementary  prudence,  therefore,  requires  the 
General  Assembly  to  take  a hard  look  at  the  question 
of  Chinese  representation.  For  the  sake  of  the  700 
million  Chinese  people  now  languishing  under  com- 
munist tyranny,  for  the  sake  of  international  peace 
and  security,  and  for  the  sake  of  the  United  Nations 
itself,  I appeal  to  you,  fellow  representatives,  to  vote 
down  any  proposal  aiming  at  the  seating  of  the  Chi- 
nese Communist  regime. 


Ambassador  Liu  Chieh 


Some  of  the  statements  made  in  the  course  of  the 
present  debate  cannot  be  allowed  to  pass  unchallenged. 
The  apologists  of  the  communist  Chinese  regime  have 
shown  a remarkable  capacity  for  distorting  the  facts  to 
suit  their  specious  reasoning.  They  have  painted  for 
us  a glowing  picture  of  Peiping  which  bears  no  resem- 
blance whatsoever  to  reality.  Perhaps  the  most  signifi- 
cant thing  about  their  statements  is  not  what  they 
have  actually  said  but  what  they  have  left  unsaid. 
They  have,  for  example,  much  to  say  about  the  peace- 
ful intentions  of  Peiping  but  little  or  nothing  about 
the  regime’s  record  of  aggression  and  subversion. 
They  are  forever  telling  us  about  the  700  million  peo- 
ple and  their  cultural  heritage,  but  they  have  closed 
their  eyes  to  the  chaos  and  turmoil  created  by  the 
Red  Guards.  They  are  insistent  that  without  the  par- 
ticipation of  Peiping  most  of  the  problems  now  con- 
fronting the  Organization  would  be  incapable  of  solu- 


tion, but  they  are  silent  about  the  regime’s  declared 
intention  to  reform — or  rather  destroy — the  United 
Nations. 

Strange  as  it  may  seem,  the  most  ardent  cham- 
pions of  the  Chinese  communist  cause  in  the  United 
Nations  are  no  longer  members  of  the  Soviet  bloc. 
This  is  because  they,  more  than  any  other  delegations 
in  the  Assembly,  know  by  experience  that  Peiping 
represen's  the  greatest  disruptive  influence  in  the  world 
today.  The  prospect  of  having  the  Chinese  communist 
regime  admitted  to  the  world  Organization  is,  therefore, 
not  one  likely  to  gladden  the  hearts  of  those  who  are 
about  to  read  Peiping  out  of  the  communist  camp  for 
having  torn  asunder  the  international  communist 
movement. 

It  is  distressing  to  observe  that  countries  which 


are  the  targets  of  Peipings  most  menacing  threats 
continue  to  spout  platitudes  about  the  advisability 
of  admitting  Peiping.  Burma,  as  we  know,  is  one  of 
the  latest  victims  of  Peiping’s  aggressive  police.  Yet 
the  representative  of  Burma  told  us  the  other 
day  that  his  Government  would  continue  to  vote 
for  Peiping’s  admission.  Judging  by  the  contents 
of  his  speech,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  he  really 
meant  what  he  said.  It  is  even  more  difficult  to  believe 
that  his  statement  reflected  the  true  sentiments  of 
the  Burmese  people. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  Asian  countries  — 
notably  Japan,  the  Phillippines  and  Thailand — which 
are  not  afraid  to  say  what  they  believe.  They  recognize 
the  danger  posed  by  Peiping.  But  they  do  not  believe 
that  timidity  and  defeatism  are  the  answer  to  the 
threat.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  convinced  that  in 
meeting  the  Chinese  communist  challenge  there  is  no 
substitute  for  moral  and  physical  strength.  Theirs  is 
the  true  and  authentic  voice  of  the  Asian  peoples. 

It  is  gratifying  to  note  that  recently  there  has  been 
a perceptible  change  in  the  attitude  of  those  Asian 
countries  which  have  hitherto  been  Peiping’s  most 


ardent  supporters.  The  change  has  been  gradual  and 
slow,  but  it  is  none  the  less  real.  More  than  ever 
before,  they  have  begun  to  question  the  soundness  of 
their  policies.  It  seems  that  the  business  of  champion- 
ing the  Chinese  communist  cause  in  the  United  Na- 
tions has  not  been  a rewarding  one  for  most  of  them. 

However  that  may  be,  it  is  our  contention  that 
the  principle  of  universality  does  not  even  arise  in  this 
connexion.  It  is  misleading  to  argue  that  just  because 
the  Chinese  communists  are  not  seated,  the  700  million 
people  on  the  mainland  of  China  are  not  represented 
in  the  United  Nations.  The  fact  is  that  they  have  been 
properly  represented  in  the  true  sense  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Republic  of  China  since  1945.  Only  the 
Government  of  the  Republic  of  China  can  speak  for 
the  Chinese  people  and  give  expression  to  their  true 
wishes  and  aspirations.  Only  the  Government  of  the 
Republic  of  China  can  bring  to  bear  on  the  delibera- 
tions of  this  body  the  genuine  feelings  and  views  of 
the  Chinese  people.  Had  it  not  been  for  this  Govern- 
ment, the  woes  and  sufferings  of  the  oppressed  mil- 
lions on  the  mainland  of  China  would  not  have  been 
heard  in  these  halls. 
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VOTING  RECORD  OF  1967 


APPENDIX 


Resolution  to  seat  Communist  China  and  expel  the  Republic  of  China  (A/L  531) 


In  Favor  — U5 

Opposed  — 58 

Afghanistan 

Mongolia 

Argentina 

New  Zealand 

Albania 

Nepal 

Australia 

Nicaragua 

Algeria 

Nigeria 

Barbados 

Niger 

Bulgaria 

Norway 

Belgium 

Panama 

Burma 

Pakistan 

Bolivia 

Paraguay 

Burundi 

Poland 

Botswana 

Peru 

Byelorussian  SSR 

Romania 

Brazil 

Philippines 

Cambodia 

Senegal 

Cameroon 

Rwanda 

Ceylon 

Somalia 

Central  African 

Sierra  Feone 

Congo  (Brazzaville) 

Sudan 

Republic 

South  Africa 

Cuba 

Sweden 

Chad 

Spain 

Czechoslovakia 

Syria 

Chile 

Thailand 

Denmark 

Uganda 

China 

Togo 

Ethiopia 

Ukrainian  SSR 

Colombia 

Turkey 

Finland 

Union  of  Soviet 

Congo,  Democratic 

United  States 

France 

Socialist  Republics 

Republic  of 

Upper  Volta 

Guinea 

United  Arab  Republic 

Costa  Rica 

Uruguay 

Hungary 

United  Kingdom 

Dahomey 

Venezuela 

India 

United  Republic  of 

Dominican  Republic 

Indonesia 

Tanzania 

El  Salvador 

Iraq 

Yemen 

Gabon 

Kenya 

Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Mali 

Zambia 

Greece 

Mauritania 

Guatemala 

Guyana 

Abstentions  — 17 

Haiti 

Honduras 

Austria 

Mongolia 

Iceland 

Canada 

Netherlands 

Ireland 

Cyprus 

Portugal 

Israel 

Ecuador* 

Ghana 

Singapore 

Trinidad  and  Tobago 

Italy 

Ivory  Coast 

Iran 

Tunisia 

Japan 

Jamaica 

Jordan 

Kuwait 

Fesotho 

Eebanon 

Fiberia 

Fibya 

Maldive  Islands 

Fuxemboutg 

Madagascar 

Malawi 

Not  Participating  — 

Malaysia 

Malta 

Faos 

Mexico 

Absent  — 

Saudi  Arabia 

* The  permanent  representative  of  Ecuador  later  wrote  the  Secretary-General  changing  the  Ecuadorean  vote 
to  that  of  against  the  seating  of  Red  China. 
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Resolution  declaring  the  China  question  an  “important  matter’’  requirinq  a two-thirds  vote 
for  approval  (A/L  532). 


In  Favor  — 69 

Argentina 

Netherlands 

Australia 

New  Zealand 

Belgium 

Nicaragua 

Bolivia 

Niger 

Botswana 

Panama 

Brazil 

Paraguay 

Cameroon 

Peru 

Canada 

Philippines 

Central  African 

Rwanda 

Republic 

Sierra  Leone 

Chad 

South  Africa 

Chile 

Spain 

China 

Thailand 

Colombia 

Togo 

Congo,  Democratic  Rep.  of 

Trinidad  and  Tobago 

Costa  Rica 

Turkey 

Cyprus 

United  Kingdom 

Dahomey 

United  States 

Dominican  Republic 

Upper  Volta 

El  Salvador 

Uruguay 

Gabon 

Venezuela 

Gambia 

Greece 

Guatemala 

Guyana 

Haiti 

Honduras 

Iceland 

Indonesia 

Iran 

Ireland 

Israel 

Italy 

Ivory  Coast 

Jamaica 

Japan 

Jordan 

Laos 

Lebanon 

Lesotho 

Liberia 

Libya 

Luxembourg 

Madagascar 

Malawi 

Malaysia 

Maidive  Islands 

Malta 

Mexico 


Opposed  — 48 


Afghanistan 

Morocco 

Albania 

Nepal 

Algeria 

Nigeria 

Bulgaria 

Norway 

Burma 

Pakistan 

Burundi 

Poland 

Byelorussian  SSR 

Romania 

Cambodia 

Senegal 

Ceylon 

Singapore 

Congo  (Brazzaville) 

Somalia 

Cuba 

Sudan 

Czechoslovakia 

Sweden 

Denmark 

Syria 

Ethiopia 

Tunisia 

Finland 

Uganda 

France 

Ukrainian  SSR 

Ghana 

Union  of  Soviet 

Guinea 

Socialist  Republics 

Hungary 

United  Arab  Republic 

India 

United  Republic  of 

Iraq 

Tanzania 

Kenya 

Yemen 

Kuwait 

Yugoslavia 

Mali 

Zambia 

Mauritania 

Mongolia 

Abstentions  — 4 

Austria 

Barbados 

Ecuador 

Portugal 

Absent 

Saudi  Arabia 
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Resolution  calling  for  establishment  of  a “Study  Committee”  (A/L  533). 


In  Favor  — 32 

Opposed  — 57 

Barbados 

Afghanistan 

Malawi 

Belgium 

Albania 

Mali 

Brazil 

Algeria 

Mauritania 

Canada 

Australia 

Mongolia 

Chile 

Bulgaria 

Nepal 

Colombia 

Burma 

Niger 

Costa  Rica 

Burundi 

Norway 

Cyprus 

Byelorussian  SSR 

Pakistan 

Gambia 

Cambodia 

Paraguay 

Guatemala 

Central  African  Republic 

Philippines 

Iceland 

Ceylon 

Poland 

Ireland 

Chad 

Romania 

Israel 

China 

Rwanda 

Italy 

Congo  (Brazzaville) 

Senegal 

Jamaica 

Congo,  Democratic 

Singapore 

Japan 

Republic  of 

South  Africa 

Laos 

Cuba 

Sudan 

Lebanon 

Czechoslovakia 

Sweden 

Libya 

Dahomey 

Syria 

Luxembourg 

Denmark 

Thailand 

Malta 

Ethiopia 

Ukrainian  SSR 

Mexico 

Finland 

Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 

Morocco 

France 

Republics 

Netherlands 

Guinea 

United  Arab  Republic 

New  Zealand 

Honduras 

United  Republic  of 

Sierra  Leone 

Hungary 

Tanzania 

Spain 

India 

Upper  Volta 

Tunisia 

Iraq 

Yemen 

Turkey 

Ivory  Coast 

Yugoslavia 

United  States 

Jordan 

Uruguay 

Lesotho 

Venezuela 

Abstentions  — 30 

Argentina 

Greece 

Maidive  Islands 

Austria 

Guyana 

Nicaragua 

Bolivia 

Haiti 

Nigeria 

Botswana 

Indonesia 

Panama 

Cameroon 

Iran 

Peru 

Dominican  Republic 

Kenya 

Portugal 

Ecuador 

Kuwait 

Togo 

El  Salvador 

Liberia 

Trinidad  and  Tobago 

Gabon 

Madagascar 

Uganda 

Ghana 

Malaysia 

United  Kingdom 

Absent  — 3 

Saudi  Arabia 

Somalia 

Zambia 
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VOTES  IN  THE  UNITED  NATIONS  SINCE  1950  ON  SEATING  OF  PEKING 


YES 

NO 

ABSTAIN 

1950  (1) 

3 

6 

2 

1950 

6 

33 

10 

1951 

11 

37 

4 

1952 

7 

42 

11 

1953 

10 

44 

10 

1954 

11 

43 

11 

1955 

12 

42 

6 

1956 

24 

47 

8 

1957 

27 

48 

6 

1958 

28 

44 

9 

1959 

29 

44 

9 

1960 

34 

42 

22 

1961  (2) 

34 

61 

7 

1961  (3) 

36 

48 

20 

1962  (3) 

42 

56 

12 

1963  (4) 

41 

57 

12 

1964 

no  vote  taken  because  of  United  Nations  financial  crisis 

1965  (2) 

49 

56 

n 

1965  (4) 

47 

47 

20 

1966  (4) 

46 

57 

17 

1967 

45 

58 

17 

(1)  Security  Council  vote  on  a Soviet  motion  to  seat 

Red  China. 

(2)  United  States-sponsored  resolution  to  classify  the 
ing  a two-thirds  vote  for  approval. 

(3)  Soviet  motion  to  seat  Red  China. 

issue  as  an  “important 

question”  requir- 

(4)  Albanian-Cambodian  proposal  to  seat  Red  China. 
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